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ABSTRACT 


THE  ROLE  OF  BATTLE  CAPTAINS  IN  BRIGADE  AND  BATTALION  TACTICAL 
OPERATIONS  CENTERS  by  MAJ  Craig  A.  Engel,  USA,  130  pages. 

This  study  investigates  the  role  of  the  battle  captain  in  brigade  and  battalion  combat  arms 
tactical  operations  centers.  Current  Army  command  and  control  doctrine  serves  as  a 
vehicle  for  defining  the  battle  captain’s  usefulness,  duties,  and  responsibilities,  both  today 
and  forward  toward  Army  After  Next.  A  cause  and  effect  methodology  examines  the 
current  state  of  command  and  control  doctrine  to  determine  its  effect  on  the  commander, 
staff,  and  information  management  at  brigade  and  battalion  level. 

The  brigade  and  battalion  combat  arms  tactical  operations  centers  are  the  first  echelons  to 
control  and  employ  Army  fighting  elements  for  mission  achievement.  This  study 
emphasizes  the  commanders  use  of  the  command  and  control  process  to  rapidly  make 
decisions  based  upon  accurate  and  timely  information. 

This  study  explains  the  Army’s  philosophy  of  control  and  reliance  on  command  and 
control  tools  instead  of  staff  and  soldier  development.  This  study  promotes  better 
integration  of  digitalization  while  examining  its  inq)act  upon  the  battle  captain.  The  battle 
captain  serves  to  mitigate  the  command  and  control  problems  centralized  within  the 
battalion  and  brigade  tactical  operations  center.  In  the  future,  the  battle  captain  can 
provide  the  necessary  link  to  integrate  digitalization  into  a  doctrinally  redeveloped 
command  and  control  process. 
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CHAPTER  1 


INTRODUCTION 

A  review  of  any  brigade  or  battalion  table  of  organization  reveals  no  unit  position 
for  a  battle  captain.  The  unit  is  authorized  positions  for  primary  staff  officers  and 
assistants  within  the  operations  section,  but  no  assistant  for  other  coordinating  staff 
officers  or  the  executive  officer.  A  detailed  look  into  Army  field  manuals,  pertaining  to 
combat  arms  units  and  operations,  will  reveal  no  doctrinal  references  or  descriptions  for  a 
battle  captain.  Not  even  the  Army  capstone  manual  for  staff  operations  will  provide  any 
information  on  battle  captains.*  The  Center  for  Army  Lessons  Learned  Newsletter  No. 
95-7,  Tactical  Operations  Center,  provides  one  of  the  few  Army  references  to  battle 
captains.  The  newsletter  devotes  one  paragraph  to  the  role  of  the  battle  captain  and 
provides  a  short  list  of  the  battle  captain’s  duties  and  responsibilities.  ^ 

The  lack  of  doctrine  on  battle  captains  would  lead  any  junior  officer  or 
noncommissioned  officer  to  conclude  that  battle  captains  exist  only  in  certain  units  and  are 
not  common  in  the  Army.  The  battle  captain’s  duties  and  responsibilities  are  so 
specialized  to  support  these  units  that  they  have  no  generic  application  to  standard  Army 
combat  units.  A  new  second  lieutenant,  even  if  he  hears  the  term  battle  captain,  could 
easily  decide  that  he  will  never  be  a  battle  captain.  To  that  second  lieutenant’s 
astonishment,  upon  arrival  at  his  first  assignment,  not  only  will  he  learn  quickly  what  a 

'Department  of  the  Army,  U.S.  Army  Combined  Arms  Center,  FM  101-5,  Staff  Organizations 
and  Procedures  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  USACAC,  31  May  1997),  1-1  to  6-5. 

^Department  of  the  Army,  Carter  for  Army  Lessons  Learned,  Newsletter  No.  95-7,  Tactical 
Operations  Center  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  CALL,  May  1995),  III-2. 


1 


battle  captain  is,  but  will  soon  leam  that  one  day  he  will  become  a  battle  captain.  The 
battalion  and  brigade  battle  captain’s  situation  is  best  summed  up  in  the  title  of  an  article 
by  CPT  Marcus  F.  de  Oliveira,  “What  now,  Battle  Captain?  The  Who,  What  and  How  of 
the  Job  on  Nobody’s  Books,  but  Found  in  Every  Unit’s  TOC”^ 

Indeed,  battle  captains  can  be  found  in  every  combat  arms  brigade  and  battalion 
tactical  operations  center  throughout  the  Army.  However,  the  history  of  battle  captain 
development  within  the  tactical  operations  center  is  vague.  Unlike  other  staff  positions 
which  can  be  historically  traced,  the  battle  captain  appears  a  more  modem  role.  Army 
doctrine  and  history  have  been  consistently  silent  on  the  battle  captain  position.  This 
silence  indicates  that  the  battle  captain  was  developed  not  at  an  Army  doctrinal  level,  but 
as  a  unit  level  development  that  has  subsequently  migrated  throughout  the  Army.  The 
battle  captain’s  role  remains  unrecognized  by  doctrine,  despite  becoming  ingrained  into 
unit-level  tactical  operations.  The  bottom-up  development  of  battle  captains,  with  their 
Army-wide  acceptance,  establishes  that  tactical  commanders  recognize  the  importance  of 
the  battle  captain. 

Anecdotal  evidence  shows  the  term  battle  captain  began  to  appear  in  brigade  and 
battalion  tactical  operations  centers  during  the  late  1980s.  The  first  indication  of  a  battle 
captain  type  of  duty  position  within  the  tactical  operations  center  is  found  in  Field  Circular 
71-6,  Battalion  and  Brigade  Command  and  Control,  published  in  1985.  Though  no 


^Marcus  F.  De  Oliveira,  “What  Now  Battle  Captain?  The  Who,  What  and  How  of  the  Job  on 
Nobody’s  Books,  but  Found  in  Every  Unit's  TOC,”  CTC  Quarterly  Bulletin,  2d  Quarter,  FY  95  (Ft. 
Leavenworth,  KS:  CALL,  May  1995)  [bulletin  on-line];  available  from  http://call.army.mil/CALL/ 
CTC_BULL/2QFY95  /CTCCHAPLhtm;  Internet;  accessed  15  August  1998. 
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longer  approved  for  use,  the  field  circular  provides  a  definition  of  a  tactical  operations 
center  ofBcer-in-charge,  a  definition  that  may  provide  the  early  foundation  for  the 
development  of  battle  captains/  The  field  circular  defines  an  oflBcer-in-charge  as  any 
officer  whose  presence  is  normally  continuous  in  the  tactical  operations  center  and 
possesses  the  required  seniority.  Current  Army  doctrine  opposes  this  definition  and  places 
the  executive  officer  as  the  tactical  operations  center  officer-in-charge.  The  current 
tactical  operations  center  officer-in-charge  definition  fiilfills  the  field  circular  seniority 
requirement,  but  with  the  niunerous  duties  for  which  the  executive  officer  is  responsible, 
the  definition  lacks  the  requirement  for  continuous  presence  in  the  tactical  operations 
center.  The  battle  captain’s  growth  may  serve  to  fill  the  void  between  the  field  circular 
definition  and  current  doctrine. 

Several  years  after  Field  Circular  71-6,  another  insight  into  the  development  of  the 
battle  captain  arose  and  serves  to  synthesize  the  current  doctrinal  definition  for  a  tactical 
operations  center  officer-in-charge,  with  the  definition  provided  in  Field  Circular  71-6.  In 
a  School  of  Advanced  Military  Studies  monograph.  Major  Thomas  R.  Goedkoop  portrays 
a  picture  of  the  ideal  tactical  operations  center  and  its  fimctions  in  which  personnel  are 
divided  into  two  shifts  to  provide  twenty-four-hour  operational  coverage.^  Key  personnel 
are  not  included  in  the  shifts,  but  as  in  the  case  of  the  executive  officer,  would  be  present 
in  the  tactical  operations  center  during  operations.  In  the  executive  officer’s  absence  was 

‘‘Department  of  the  Army,  U.S.  Army  Infantry  Center  and  U.S.  Army  Armor  Center,  Field 
Circular  71-6,  Battalion  and  Brigade  Command  and  Control  (Ft.  Benning,  GA:  USAIC,  1985),  B-1. 

^Major  Thomas  R.  Goedkoop,  “The  Task  Force  Tactical  Operations  Center:  An  Organization  for 
Success”  (Monograph,  School  of  Advanced  Military  Studies,  Ft.  Leavenworth,  27  November  1988),  36. 
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placed  a  shift  leader.  The  shift  leader  was  either  the  assistant  S3  air  or  chemical  officer. 
The  shift  leader’s  duties  and  responsibilities  were  not  detailed,  but  in  presenting  a  model 
shift  organization,  it  shows  that  this  shift  leader  would  control  all  the  coordinating  and 
special  staff  within  the  tactical  operations  center. 

Without  a  doctrinal  basis,  institutional  training  for  battle  captains  does  not  exist. 

In  1993,  due  to  an  identified  lack  of  battalion  and  brigade  staff  training  for  junior  officers, 
the  Army  Research  Institute,  Fort  Benning  Field  Unit,  in  conjunction  with  the  U.S. 

Army  Research  Institute  for  Behavioral  and  Social  Sciences  developed  The  Commander’s 
Battle  Staff  Handbook:  An  Introduction  to  Staff  Functional  Area  Duties  for  New 
Battalion  Staff  Officers.^  The  sponsors  of  the  study  were  the  Commander,  U.S.  Army 
Joint  Readiness  Training  Center,  and  the  Deputy  Commanding  General,  U.S.  Army 
Combined  Arms  Command.  Outbriefs  for  the  study  were  conducted  with  the  Infantry 
School  and  Training  and  Doctrine  Command.  The  study  and  resulting  handbook  were 
intended  to  provide  commanders  a  tool  for  teaching  new  battalion  staff  officers  their 
tactical  duties  and  responsibilities  and  garrison  roles  in  the  form  of  detailed  checklists. 

The  handbook  briefly  describes  the  battle  captain’s  role  as  in  the  context  of  the  assistant 
S3  Air  Officer.  Specifically,  it  states  that  “the  S3  Air  is  located  in  the  main  CP  [command 
post]  and  functions  as  Battle  Captain  and  XO’s  [executive  officer’s]  deputy.”’  The 
handbook  foils  to  provide  a  checklist  of  duties  and  responsibilities  for  the  S3  air  battle 

^Department  of  the  Army,  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Po-sonnel,  Research  Product 
94-02,  The  Commander's  Battle  Staff  Handbook:  An  Introduction  to  Staff  Functional  Area  Duties  for 
New  Battalion  Staff  Officers  (Ft.  Benning,  GA:  Army  Research  Institute,  1993),  V. 

^Ibid.,  A-55. 
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captain  as  it  does  for  all  the  other  coordinating  and  special  staff—hardly  clear  guidance  for 
a  new  staff  ofiBcer  that  has  received  no  training.  It  is  also  interesting  that  none  of  the 
institutions  involved  with  the  study  first  failed  to  identify  the  nondoctrinal  position  of 
battle  captain,  and  second  &iled  to  provide  any  significant  duties  and  responsibilities  to 
he^  define  the  position. 

In  the  same  month  as  the  release  of  both  the  Army  Research  Institute  study  and  of 
the  handbook,  Lieutenant  John  R.  Rosenfeld  published  an  article  on  the  S3  Air  based  upon 
his  own  ejqjerience.  His  article  not  only  describes  the  traditional  duties  and  responsibilities 
of  an  S3  air,  but  he  assigns  the  battle  captain  as  an  additional  role  for  the  S3  air.  What 
Rosenfeld  presents  is  a  limited  view  of  the  battle  captain  in  relation  to  the  manner  he  was 
en:q)loyed  by  his  commander.  In  summary,  Rosenfeld  presents  the  battle  captain  as 
someone  in  the  tactical  operations  center  that  must  be  prepared  to  do  everything,  all  the 
time.  As  a  captain  and  as  the  only  assistant  staff  oflScer,  the  battle  captain  leads  the 
second  team  and  assists  the  S3  in  the  performance  of  his  tactical  duties  and 
responsibilities.*  Rosenfeld’s  article  made  a  significant  assumption  about  the  duties  and 
responsibilities  of  a  battle  captain  because  he  failed  to  recognize  that  the  role  of  the  battle 
captain  may  be  fully  dependent  on  the  leadership  style  of  the  commander.  In  other  words, 
if  there  is  no  doctrinal  standard  for  a  battle  captain,  then  Rosenfeld’s  model  was  dependent 
on  the  leadership  style  of  a  given  commander. 


‘Lieutenant  John  R  Rosenfeld,  “The  S3  Air  More  Than  an  Airspace  Coordinator,”  Infantry  83, 
no.  6  (NovembCT-December  1993):  13-16. 
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Three  problems  can  be  gleened  from  these  articles.  First,  there  is  no  ready 
reference  for  a  new  battle  captain  to  refer  to  in  order  to  learn  his  job.  Second,  the  battle 
captain’s  role  was  never  doctrinally  defined,  either  purposely  or  by  omission,  and 
remained  dependent  on  the  leadership  style  of  the  commander,  executive  officer,  and  S3 
instead  of  institutional  or  doctrinal  standards.  Finally,  it  is  not  clear  for  whom  the  battle 
captain  works.  Little  has  been  done  to  correct  or  even  address  these  problems.  The 
Infentry  Officer  Advance  Course  only  provides  captains  with  a  cursory  overview  of  the 
battle  captain  and  serves  to  perpetuate  the  problems.  The  Infentry  school  readily  admits 
that  there  are  few  references  to  the  battle  captain  role  and  only  provides  captains  with 
copies  of  two  articles  on  battle  captains  and  the  Center  for  Army  Lessons  Learned 
Newsletter  on  tactical  operation  centers.  The  only  additional  instruction  provided  is  a 
rather  all-encompassing  list  of  a  battle  captain’s  duties  and  responsibilities.  The  battle 
captain’s  purpose  is  to  maintain  maps  and  chart,  manage  information,  manage  current  and 
future  operations,  be  a  decision  maker  and  planner,  and  serve  as  shift  officer  in  charge. 
The  majority  of  instruction  is  spent  on  executing  the  rmlitaiy  decision  making  process.® 
Finally,  the  Infantiy  School  position  is  that  the  battle  captain  works  “works  closely  with 
CMD  [command]  group,  company  commanders,  and  staff!”*® 

A  battle  captain  today  is  traditionally  a  junior  captain,  advance  course  qualified, 
awaiting  a  company  command  within  the  unit.  Prior  to  the  officer’s  advanced  course, 


’Small  group  instructor's  teaching  packet,  Infentry  Officer  Advanced  Course,  (Ft.  Benning,  GA, 
lOAC,  25  June  1997).  Obtained  by  the  author  from  a  former  advance  course  instructor,  Novembw  1998. 


'"Ibid. 
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most  of  an  officer’s  experience  is  at  company  level.  This  level  offers  little  insight  into 
battalion,  and  especially  brigade,  staff  operations.  “Since  1974,  The  officer  advance 
courses  do  little  to  train  maneuver  branch  officers  in  staff  preparatory  training.  This  has 
left  staff  functional  area  training  [staff  preparatory  training]  limited  to  on-the-job  training 
and  mentoring.”"  Additionally,  59  percent  of  armor  and  infantry  officers  are  assigned  to 
staff  positions  before  their  officer  advance  course.'^  The  lack  of  training  places  a  battle 
captain  in  a  difficult  position.  On-the-job  training  requires  a  standard.  The  battle  captain 
does  not  have  this  standard,  and  unless  some  guidance  is  provided  in  unit  standard 
operating  procedures,  the  battle  captain  is  left  in  a  position  to  define  his  own  standard. 
Without  a  clear  doctrinal  or  institutional  background  (for  a  battle  captain  to  base  his  duties 
and  responsibilities),  mentorship  becomes  the  only  method  for  a  new  battle  captain  to 
learn  his  job.  This  method  creates  its  own  problems.  The  battle  captain  serves  only  when 
the  tactical  operations  center  is  established.  The  senior  officers  available  to  mentor  the 
battle  captain  are  often  overwhelmed  with  other  responsibilities  during  tactical  operations. 
Both  on-the-job  training  and  mentoring  have  not  proven  to  be  effective  solutions  to  staff 
training.*^  The  outcome  is  a  set  of  duties  and  responsibilities  for  a  battle  captain  as  diverse 
as  the  number  of  battalion  and  brigade  tactical  operations  centers  and  junior  captains 
attenq)ting  to  do  the  best  they  can  in  a  job  without  a  duty  description. 


**Thomas  J.  Thompson  et  al..  Research  Report  1607:  Battle  Staff  Training  and  Synchronization 
in  Light  Infantry  Battalions  and  Task  Forces,  (Alexandria,  VA:  U.S.  Army  Research  Institute  for  the 
Behavioral  and  Social  Sciences,  Deconber  1991),  viii. 

''Ibid. 

"Ibid. 
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Little  change  will  occur  in  the  doctrine  to  address  the  position  of  battle  captain. 
Current  draft  doctrinal  works  fi’om  both  the  U.S.  Army  Armor  School  and  the  Combined 
Arms  Doctrinal  Development  Office  provide  only  vague  definitions  and  responsibilities  for 
a  battle  captain.  Field  Manual  100-34-1  [draft],  “Tactics,  Techniques  and  Procedures 
(TTPs)  for  Command  Post  Operations”  provides  the  most  detailed  definition  of  a  battle 
captain.  It  compares  the  role  of  the  battle  captain  to  the  role  of  the  executive  officer,  but 
supports  this  definition  with  only  five  battle  tasks.  Several  problems  arise  with  the  draft 
manuals.  First,  tactics,  techniques,  and  procedures  are  not  doctrine,  but  in  this  case  are 
only  methods  for  accomplishing  command  and  control  operations.  Second,  without 
detailed  duties  and  responsibilities,  as  laid  out  for  other  coordinating  and  special  staff 
officers  within  the  manual,  the  role  of  the  battle  captain  remains  subjective  to  unit 
leadership. 

Currently,  the  best  definition  of  a  battle  captain  is  contained  in  Field  Manual  34- 

25-3.  It  is  the  only  doctrinal  publication  that  addresses  the  battle  captain  and  provides  a 

detailed  description  of  the  battle  captain.  Uniquely,  the  manual’s  proponent  is  the  U.S. 

Army  Intelligence  Center  and  not  a  combat  arms  center.  The  manual  states: 

The  battle  captain  supervises  the  ACE  (Analysis  and  Control  Element)  analysis, 
target  nomination,  collection  management,  technical  control,  and  dissemination 
operations  during  his  shift.  As  a  key  leader  within  the  ACE,  the  battle  captain 
ensures  subordinate  supervisors  and  analysts  are  focused  on  the  commander’s  PIR 
(Priority  Intelligence  Requirements)  and  synchronized  with  the  command’s 
operations.  He  acconplishes  his  duties  by  retaining  personal  mobility  within  the 
ACE,  communicating  with  ACE  persoimel  and  other  staff  elements,  and 
maintaining  situation  awareness  within  the  ACE.  His  ability  to  move  freely  within 

‘‘‘Dqjartment  of  the  Army,  Combined  Arms  Doctrinal  Development.  Field  Manual  100-34-1 
[draft],  ‘Tactics,  Techniques,  and  Procedures  for  Command  Post  Opo-ations”  (Ft  Leavenworth:  CADD, 
[October  1998]),  np. 


the  ACE  helps  him  to  focus  the  ACE  and  apply  his  knowledge  and  ejqperience 
where  it  can  be  most  beneficial.  ** 

The  definition  presented  for  the  analysis  and  control  element  could  easily  be  modified  to 
appfy  to  a  tactical  operations  center.  Has  the  Intelligence  Center  discovered  the  duties 
and  responsibilities  for  the  battle  captain? 

The  term  battle  captain  slipped  its  way  into  the  Army.  Whether  for  valid  purposes 
or  not,  commanders  began  to  use  captains  in  the  tactical  operations  center  to  fill  apparent 
doctrinal  voids  created  during  the  conceptual  development  and  implementation  of  battle 
command  and  AirLand  Battle  doctrine.  Though  battle  captains  became  ingrained  into 
maneuver  tactical  operations  centers,  training  and  formal  doctrine  did  not  accept  the 
concept  and  have  foiled  to  address  it.  However,  one  may  argue  that  the  development  of 
the  battle  captain,  at  the  unit  level,  constitutes  an  informal  doctrine.  Roger  J.  Spiller,  in  an 
article  on  doctrine  and  the  US  Army  after  Vietnam  describes  this  as  “implied  doctrine” 
based  upon  “lessons  fi'om  field  operations  [that]  were  passed  along,  they  were  conveyed  in 
the  most  informal  and  irregular  foshion.”'®  To  understand  why  this  has  occurred,  the 
command  and  control  environment  of  the  battle  captain  must  be  examined. 

The  U.S.  military’s  approach  to  command  and  control  can  best  be  compared  to  the 
swing  of  a  pendulum,  moving  from  one  extreme  to  the  other  along  its  predetermined  arc. 
The  swing  began  with  a  focus  solely  upon  command.  The  commander  and  his  decisions 

‘^Department  of  the  Army,  U.S.  Army  Intelligence  Center  and  Fort  Huachuca,  FM  34-25-3,  All 
Source  Analysis  System  and  the  Analysis  and  Control  Element  (Ft.  Huachuca,  AZ:  U.S.  Army 
Intelligence  Center,  1995),  2-9. 

‘*Roger  J.  Spiller,  “In  the  Shadow  of  the  Dragon:  Doctrine  and  the  US  Army  After  Vietnam,” 
The  Journal  of  the  Royal  United  Services  Institute  for  Defence  Study  142,  no.  6  (1997):  41. 
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were  the  basis  of  a  fighting  force  and  its  success.  Initially,  command  enconq)assed  the  will 

of  a  commander,  without  the  aid  of  any  advanced  technology,  upon  a  small  group  of 

people.  Control  was  exercised  only  out  to  the  distance  of  a  commander’s  voice.  This 

remained  relatively  unchanged  for  centuries  and  the  pendulum  swung  slowly.  Armies 

grew,  and  some  technological  development  occurred  that  emphasized  more  control 

systems.  Messengers  and  staffs  organizationally  developed  to  aid  control,  but  the  success 

of  a  military  fijrce  remained  centered  upon  the  commander.  As  late  as  the  writings  by  Carl 

von  Clausetvitz  on  military  genius  and  those  of  one  of  Clausewitz’s  followers  Helmuth 

Graf  von  Moltke  in  1870,  the  commander  remained  the  focus  of  command  and  control. 

Control  existed  solely  to  serve  the  commander,  or  as  Moltke  wrote: 

But  the  most  unfortunate  of  all  supreme  commanders  is  the  one  who  is  under  close 
supervision,  who  has  to  give  an  account  of  his  plans  and  intentions  every  hour  of 
every  day.  This  supervision  may  be  exercised  through  a  delegate  of  the  highest 
authority  at  his  headquarters  or  a  telegraph  wire  attached  to  his  back.  In  such  a 
case  all  independence,  rapid  decision,  and  audacious  risk,  without  which  no  war 
can  be  conducted,  ceases.  An  audacious  decision  can  be  arrived  at  by  one  man 
only.*’ 

Moltke  had  only  one  major  control  system  technological  advance  to  deal  with,  that 
of  the  telegraph.  World  War  I  saw  the  introductions  of  wireless  radio  and  telephone 
systems.  World  War  11  introduced  radar,  code  machines,  radios  to  squad  level,  and 
nuclear  weapons.  By  the  end  of  World  War  11,  the  pendulum  arrived  at  the  bottom  of  its 
arc,  command  and  control  shared  equal  importance  in  the  process  of  achieving  military 


‘^Daniel  J.  Hughs,  ed.  Moltke  on  the  Art  of  War:  Selected  Writings  (Novato,  CA:  Presidio  Press, 
1995),  77. 
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success.'*  Following  World  War  II,  the  advent  of  the  computer,  satellites,  the  arms  race, 
operational  research,  strategic  worldwide  deployment,  and  numerous  other  technological 
developments  have  subordinated  command  to  control.  The  pendulum  began  to  swing  in 
the  other  direction. 

Initially,  the  Army  turned  toward  control  as  a  method  to  deal  with  technology  and 

the  vast  amount  of  information  it  could  provide.  “To  cope  with  the  flood  of  information, 

staff  was  piled  upon  staff,  procedure  upon  procedure,  machine  upon  machine.”'^  This 

initial  reaction  set  the  course  for  the  military  and  became  a  self-fiilBlling  prophesy  resulting 

in  the  perpetuation  of  more  control.  A  noted  military  historian  Martin  van  Creveld, 

describes  the  process  and  result  when  he  wrote  in  his  reflections  on  command: 

With  each  stage  in  the  growth  of  staffe,  the  problem  of  coordinating  the  staffs 
parts  with  each  other,  and  the  staff  as  a  whole  with  the  forces,  was  compounded. 
With  each  new  well-defined  procedure  or  formal  language,  the  gain  in  reliability 
and  precision  was  offeet  by  a  decline  in  the  informal  communications,  redundancy, 
and  flexibility  that  are  indispensible  for  the  generation  of  ideas.  With  the  addition 
of  each  machine,  procedures  had  to  be  more  strictly  defined  in  order  to  make 
automation  possible,  while  the  ejq)ense  of  research,  development,  operation,  and 
maintenance  soared.  The  process,  relatively  slow  at  first,  gained  momentum  after 
1870  and  especially  after  1945.  During  the  four  decades  that  have  passed  since 
then,  the  percentage  of  “command  personnel”  within  a  typical  Western  army  has 
risen  fivefold.  The  growth  in  the  cost  of  command  systems,  relative  to  that  of  the 
forces  as  a  whole,  has  been  greater  still,  even  to  the  point  of  raising  the  question 
whether,  assuming  the  trend  continues  for  another  generation,  anything  will  remain 
of  the  latter  at  aU.^® 


detailed  discussion  on  the  impact  of  technology  on  both  command  and  control  and  strategy 
can  be  found  in  Manuel  De  Landa,  War  in  the  Age  of  Intelligent  Machines,  3d  ed.  (New  York:  Urzone 
Inc.,  1994),  11-179. 

'’Martin  van  Creveld,  Command  in  War  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  1985),  267. 
“Ibid. 
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The  road  the  military  chose  to  deal  with  technology  is  further  compounded  by  a 
dream  militaiy  commanders  have  held  for  centuries.  The  intent  of  the  dream  was  to 
eliminate  human  decision  making  from  the  soldiers’  ranks  to  focus  them  on  the  common 
goals  of  the  commander.  Commanders  achieved  this  through  drill,  fixed  formations,  and 
limited  maneuver.  De  Landa  classified  these  as  “well-oiled  clockwork  mechanisms”  but 
these  armies  foiled  in  the  face  of  weapons  technology  advancements  and  the  resulting 
requirement  for  an  individual  soldier  to  fire  and  maneuver  to  survive  on  the  battlefield, 
thus,  giving  soldiers  back  their  decision-making  requirement.  The  dream  of  taking  the 
human  element  out  of  the  decision  making  process  was  given  new  life  following  World 
War  II,  but  through  a  different  venue.  “After  World  War  II,  digital  computers  began  to 
encourage  again  the  fantasy  of  battles  in  which  machines  totally  replaced  human  beings.”^* 
De  Landa  contributes  the  computer,  development  of  nuclear  weapons,  and  the  Air  Force’s 
sponsorship  in  1946  of  the  RAND  Corporation,  with  its  reliance  on  operational  research, 
as  the  major  contributors  to  the  dehumanization  of  the  command  and  control  process. 

Since  World  War  II,  control  continues  to  usurp  command  to  fulfill  the  prophesy 
and  the  dream.  The  trend  is  obvious  just  through  the  development  of  acronyms  to 

accommodate  the  advance  of  control.  The  militaiy  began  with  C^  (command  and 
control),  proceeded  to  C^  (command,  control,  and  communications),  then  C^I  (command, 

control,  communications,  and  intelligence),  and  currently  has  arrived  at  C^I  (command, 
control,  communications,  computers,  and  intelligence).  Doctrine  and  military  writing  have 

^‘De  Landa,  97  and  127. 
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followed  suit  in  the  hunt  for  control  and  the  dehumanization  of  command  and  control.  In 


a  series  of  books  on  command  and  control  published  by  the  Armed  Forces 
Communications  and  Electronics  Association,  it  is  clear  where  command  rates  in  respect 
to  control.  The  stated  purpose  of  the  third  volume  in  the  series,  Principles  of  Command 
and  Control,  is  the  “first  attempt  to  assemble  a  set  of  materials  that  describes,  explains, 
prescribes,  and  predicts  C2  [command  and  control].”^^  All  thirty-nine  articles  within  the 
book  contain  command  and  control  in  their  title,  but  not  one  article  talks  about  command 
or  leadership.  Each  article  deals  solely  with  control  issues,  such  as  technology,  procedure, 
or  methodology. 

The  Army  trend  toward  a  single  focus  on  control  continues  now  through  its  Force 
XXI  enqjhasis  on  computers  and  technology  to  increase  effectiveness  on  the  battlefield. 
The  Maneuver  Control  System,  a  computer-based  system  to  provide  near  real-time 
information  to  commanders,  allows  the  quick  dissemination  not  only  of  information,  but  of 
directives  and  orders  fi'om  higher  commanders.  The  ease  of  micromanagement  of 
commanders  is  increased  and  continues  the  Army  down  the  road  toward  control.  In  the 
Army  After  Next  Project,  intended  to  guide  Army  research  and  development  programs  for 
the  Army  after  2010,  and  the  current  Force  XXI  concepts  states  that  knowledge  and  speed 
will  make  the  Army  successful  past  2010.  The  Army  After  Next  Project  will  complete  the 
swing  of  the  pendulum,  and  command  will  be  conpletely  subordinate  to  control. 


^Jon  L.  Boyes  and  Stephen  J.  Androile,  eds.  AFCEA/Signal  Magazine,  C3I  Series,  vol  6, 
Principles  of  Command  and  Control  (Washington,  D.C.:  AFCEA  International  Press,  1987). 
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The  Army  After  Next  wargames  have  concluded  that  knowledge,  or  information, 
will  give  commanders  the  ability  to  move  rapidly  and  mass  his  force  to  overwhelm  the 
enemy.  The  knowledge  will  come  from  “a  robust,  redundant,  and  flexible  network  of 
communications  and  intelligence  systems  interwoven  into  a  seamless  surface-to-space 
continuum.  It  [systems]  should  serve  as  a  living  internet  of  connectivity  immediately 
responsive  to  soldiers  on  the  ground.”^^  The  Army  After  Next  Project  signals  more  the 
loss  of  a  commander  and  the  institutionali2ation  of  a  systems  manager.  The  project  only 
briefly  addresses  the  issue  by  stating  “that  it  [the  Army]  needs  a  more  mature,  better- 
experienced  leader  and  soldier  than  is  the  norm  today.”^'* 

The  result  of  the  Army’s  quest  for  knowledge  and  speed  is  a  dehumanized 
command  and  control  process  that  produces  excessive  planning  times,  little  tolerance  for 
error,  less  freedom  for  audacity  and  flexibility,  and  increased  friction.^*  It  also  explains  the 
lack  of  training  and  development  of  the  staff  and  the  failure  to  thoroughly  address  the 
battle  captain  in  doctrine.  The  change  to  a  single  focus  of  control  and  dehumanization  of 
the  command  and  control  process  displaces  any  emphasis  on  people.  Commanders,  staffs, 
and  senior  Army  leaders  no  longer  imderstand  individual  importance,  impact,  and  where 
people  fit  into  the  human  side  of  command  and  control,  so  they  avoid  it.  If  combat 
decisions  are  solely  based  upon  complete  and  accurate  information  or  knowledge,  then  the 

^^Department  of  the  Army,  TRADOC,  Annual  Report  on  the  Army  After  Next  Project  to  the 
Chief  of Staff  of  the  Army  [report  on-line],  (Ft.  Monroe,  VA:  TRADOC,  July  1 997,  accessed  9  December 
1998);  available  from  http://www.tradoc  .army,  mil;  internet. 

2^Ibid. 

“van  Creveld,  249-275. 
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Army  benefits  by  developing  systems  that  gather  and  process  information  instead  of 
training  the  individual.  The  Army  development  of  systems  intends  to  eliminate  any 
fiiction,  the  accumulation  of  chance  errors,  unejq)ected  difficulties,  and  confusion  on  the 
battlefield.  The  Army  hopes  to  achieve  what  military  thinkers  have  been  dreaming  of  since 
Carl  von  Clausewitz  coined  the  term  “fiiction”  in  his  nineteenth  century  theoretical  work 
On  War.  More  likely,  the  result  of  this  concentration  on  control  will  be  even  further 
destruction  of  the  command  and  control  process.  Van  Creveld  theorizes  that  “the  quest 
for  certainty . . .  will  logically  end  only  when  there  is  nothing  left  to  be  certain  about.”^* 
This  will  occur  because  “the  more  the  available  information ...  the  longer  the  time  needed 
to  process  it,  and  the  greater  the  danger  in  ftiiling  to  distinguish  between  the  relevant  and 
the  irrelevant,  the  important  and  the  unimportant,  the  reliable  and  the  unreliable,  the  true 
and  the  felse.”^^ 

To  define  the  role  and  usefulness  of  the  battle  captain,  one  must  view  the 
command  and  control  system  in  a  humanistic  perspective.  To  break  the  command  and 
control  dilemma  started  in  1946,  the  Army  must  gain  “what  Napoleon  calls  ‘a  superior 
understanding’— one  based,  to  be  sure,  on  training  and  practice,  but  ultimately  relying  no 
less  on  intuitive  judgment  than  on  rational  calculation.”^*  Focusing  on  the  human  side  and 
balancing  between  command  and  control  will  serve  to  break  the  Army’s  current  trend. 

“Ibid,  267. 

I.  Handel,  “Intelligence  and  Deception,”  Journal  of  Strategic  Studies  5  (1982),  164;  quoted 
in  Martin  van  Creveld,  Command  in  War  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  1985),  267. 

“van  Creveld,  267. 
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The  control  systems  within  a  tactical  operations  center  must  support  the  decision-making 
of  the  commander.  The  battle  captain  then  supports  the  commander  through  either 
monitoring  the  control  systems,  or  aiding  the  commander  in  command  or  through  both  to 
be  of  value.  This  thesis  will  seek  to  first  bring  a  balance  to  the  command  and  control 
process,  then  define  the  human  elements  that  operate  within  it,  and  finally  seek  to 
determine  the  role  of  the  battle  captain,  if  any,  and  the  duties  and  responsibilities  that 
accompany  the  position.  The  thesis  will  remain  within  the  tactical  operations  arena.  The 
examination  of  the  command  and  control  process  will  focus  on  the  battalion  and  brigade 
combat  arms  tactical  operations  center. 
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CHAPTER  2 


COMMAND  AND  CONTROL 

Until  just  after  World  War  11,  the  term  command  and  control  did  not  exist  in  the 
Army  lexicon.  The  term  command  was  simply  used.  Through  World  War  11,  the  Army 
invested  command  and  the  associated  responsibilities  for  implementing  the  commander’s 
decisions,  within  the  commander  himself.  A  staff  assisted  the  commander  in  carrying  out 
his  wishes.  Though  several  theories  exist  for  the  evolution  of  the  term  command  and 
control,  all  are  speculative.'  However,  since  World  War  II,  the  linkage  of  command  and 
control  has  grown  to  a  point  where  the  separate  definitions  of  each  term  have  become 
imperceptible.  Today,  the  term  command  and  control  is  often  used,  not  to  describe  the 
function  of  the  commander,  but  as  a  description  for  the  tactical  operations  center. 

Soldiers,  schools,  and  doctrine  use  command  and  control  to  describe  a  single  function, 
both  terms  used  interchangeably  without  regard  to  the  exact  meaning  of  each  separate 
word. 

Even  the  Army  and  joint  publications  have  difficulty  in  separating  the  meanings  of 
command  and  control.  The  Army  and  joint  definitions  define  command  as  an  authority 
given  to  a  commander,  but  in  turn  defines  control  as  “an  authority  which  may  be  less  than 
full  command  exercised  by  a  commander  over  part  of  the  activities  of  subordinate  or  other 
organizations.”^  For  example,  a  commander  only  exercises  control  over  a  special  forces 

‘Thomas  P.  Coakley,  Command  and  Control  for  War  and  Peace  (Washington,  DC:  National 
Defense  University,  1992),  17. 

^Headquarters  Department  of  the  Army,  FM  101-5-1,  Operational  Terms  and  Graphics 
(Washington,  DC:  HQDA,  1997),  1-33. 
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team  placed  under  his  command  as  TACON  (tactical  control).  This  relationship  gives  the 
commander  authority  over  the  tactical  employment  of  the  element,  but  not  for  any 
administrative  purposes.  Finally,  the  combined  term  of  command  and  control  is  defined  as 
“the  exercise  of  authority  and  direction  by  a  properly  designated  commander.”^  The  Army 
attributes  each  term  and  its  functions  directly  to  the  commander  while  providing  subtle,  if 
any,  difference  between  the  definitions  of  command,  control,  and  command  and  control. 

This  doctrinal  confusion  exists  because  the  Army  created  a  command  and  control 
system  focused  onfy  on  control  and  based  it  in  procedural  methods,  such  as  the  military 
decision  making  process  or  the  targeting  process.  Current  Army  doctrine,  modem 
writings  on  command  and  control,  and  articles  focus  on  systems,  checklist  processes,  and 
equipment  to  define  command  and  control  instead  of  a  process  that  incorporates  the 
strengths  of  command  and  the  supporting  control.  In  a  checklist  environment  of  command 
and  control,  technology  and  equipment  become  the  focus  ignoring  the  aspects  of 
leadership,  fiiction,  and  human  factors.  The  shift  fi-om  command,  as  vested  in  an 
individual,  to  a  procedural  method  of  command  and  control  changed  the  focus  fi-om  the 
commander  to  the  tactical  operations  center. 

Even  civilian  military  observers  have  feUen  into  the  combined  terminology  of 
command  and  control.  Martin  van  Creveld,  a  noted  military  historian,  combines  the  terms 
command  and  control  to  define  the  nature  of  command.  Van  Creveld  describes  the 
“command  system”  as  a  mechanical  function.  The  command  system  composes  two  broad 
responsibilities.  The  first  responsibility  is  function  related.  It  is  the  arrangement  and 

^Ibid.,  1-33,  1-38. 
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coordination  of  everything  the  army  needs  to  exist,  such  as  logistical  items  or  maintenance 
systems.  Function-related  responsibilities  support  the  Army  infrastructure.  The  second 
responsibility  is  output  related.  Output-related  functions  are  necessary  for  any  army  to 
carry  out  its  mission  and  include  operations,  planning,  and  intelligence.''  Van  Creveld’s 
command  system  perpetuates  the  procedural  methodology  of  command  and  control  that 
only  focuses  on  control 

The  Army  has  not  only  combined  the  terms  command  and  control  and  consolidated 
everything  within  the  auspice  of  control,  but  it  has  dehumanized  the  process.  The  result  is 
friction.  Numerous  observations  from  the  combat  training  centers  show  that  tactical 
operations  center  personnel  fail  to  understand  the  link  between  command  and  control 
The  staff  &ils  to  provide  the  commander  the  right  information,  at  the  right  time,  and  in  an 
analyzed  format.  The  staff  creates  friction,  the  accumulation  of  chance  errors,  unejq)ected 
difficulties,  and  confusion  because  the  commander  cannot  accurately  read  the  battlefield, 
know  when  to  decide,  and  act  without  hesitation.*  De  Landa  refers  to  this  friction  as 
“noisy  data.”*  This  is  a  result  of  the  control  system  failing  the  command  system  due  to  the 
Army’s  pursuance  of  a  path  focused  on  technology  and  control 

Manuel  De  Landa  examines  the  impact  of  technology  on  the  military  in  his  book 
War  in  the  Age  of  Intelligent  Machines.  He  states  that  there  are  two  methods  for  armies 

‘‘Martin  van  Creveld,  Command  in  War  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  1985),  5-9. 

^Department  of  the  Army,  Command  and  General  Staff  Collie.  FM  100-5,  Operations  (Fort 
Leavenworth,  KS:  USACGSC,  1993),  2-7. 

Manuel  De  Landa,  War  in  the  Age  of  Intelligent  Machines,  3d  ed.  (New  York:  Urzcme,  Inc., 
1994),  60. 


19 


to  deal  with  friction.  The  first  is  decentralized  control  which  spreads  friction  throughout 
all  levels  of  command  and  does  not  allow  it  to  consolidate  at  the  top  echelons.  The 
second  method  is  the  “centralized  command  systems  [which]  attempt  to  deal  with  this 
problem  [friction]  by  monopolizing  the  decision-making  process  in  order  to  maximize 
certainty  at  the  top.”’  In  theory,  the  fewer  people  involved  with  the  process  will  reduce 
the  number  of  levels  attributing  friction  within  the  system.  De  Landa  states  that  the 
military  has  chosen  the  second  path  “along  a  line  of  progressive  overcentralization  pushing 
it  to  its  self-destructive  limits.”*  He  contributes  the  military’s  selection  of  a  self¬ 
destructive  path  to  the  military  development  of 

their  own  breed  of  intellectual,  a  breed  of  war  theoreticians . . .  bom  out  of  World 
War  n  applications  of  mathematics  to  tactical,  logistic,  and  strategic  problems. 

The  many  wartime  successes  of  Operational  Research  (OR),  as  this  discipline  came 
to  be  known,  directly  provoked  the  emergence  of  think  tanks  after  the  conflict  was 
over.  These  new  institutions,  like  the  RAND  Corporation,  developed  OR  into  a 
general  approach  to  the  problems  of  the  battlefield,  an  approach  that  disregarded 
the  human  element  of  war.’ 

Finally,  De  Landa  also  contributes  the  trend  to  the  development  of  nuclear  weapons  with 
their  centralized  control  and  accompanying  strategic-level  planning.*’ 

Execution  does  recognize  a  difference  between  command  and  control  that  doctrine 
does  not.  A  visit  to  a  combat  arms’  battalion  tactical  operations  center,  with  an  outsider’s 
objective  eye,  will  also  recognize  a  difference.  The  tactical  operations  center’s  operations 


’Ibid.,  82. 
®Ibid. 


®Ibid. 

*°Ibid. 
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sergeant  posting  the  current  maintenance  status  onto  a  chart  would  not  be  seen  as  control. 
The  commander  yelling  into  the  radio  at  a  company  commander  felling  behind  the  timeline 
would  clearly  constitute  command.  Though  a  tactical  operations  center  is  tasked  with 
command  and  control  for  the  unit,  this  does  not  imply  that  each  individual  or  staff  group 
both  commands  and  controls.  The  executive  officer  would  never  admit  that  he  is 
commanding  the  unit,  but  he  would  readily  admit  to  controlling  aspects  of  it. 

Subordinates  within  the  tactical  operations  center  recognize  the  responsibility  of  the 
commander  as  the  final  decision  authority  and  their  staff  responsibility  to  support  the 
commander.  These  personnel  also  imderstand  the  aspect  of  directing  subordinate  units  as 
control.  At  executor  level,  the  executors  realize  that  humans  cannot  be  eliminated  firom 
command  and  control.  The  staff’s  interaction  with  the  control  process  exists  despite  the 
Army’s  attempt  to  eliminate  it.  However,  the  Army’s  failure  to  develop  the  staff  has 
eliminated  one  thing  fi-om  the  tactical  operations  center— training.  Officers  and 
noncommissioned  officers  are  not  trained  to  identify  and  take  advantage  of  the  strengths, 
weaknesses,  and  linkages  between  command  and  control. 

The  Army’s  melding  of  command  and  control  into  a  single  procedural  method 
focused  on  technology  and  checklists  sought  to  change  command  and  control  fi'om  an  art 
to  pure  science.  The  Army  sinq)ly  provided  the  tools  to  the  commander  and  staflfe,  but 
failed  to  provide  the  knowledge  to  integrate  command  and  control  at  the  executor  level 
and  to  recognize  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  each  separate  element.  The  disconnect 
between  doctrine  and  execution  creates  the  fiiction  within  the  command  and  control 
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system  noted  by  the  training  centers.  Instead  of  dispersing  friction,  the  Army’s  focus  on 
control  has  consolidated  friction  within  the  tactical  operations  center. 

The  term  command  sufficed  in  a  time  when  technological  development  was  slow, 
and  time  was  measured  in  days  or  hours.  As  early  as  1981,  it  was  clearly  recognized  that 
the  pace  of  technology  had  driven  time  into  the  world  of  minutes  and  seconds.  ‘  ’ 
Technology  has  decreased  the  commander’s  decision  time  and  sped  up  execution. 
Checklists  and  procedure  may  have  enabled  units  to  keep  up  with  the  battlefield  pace 
initially,  but  today  they  serve  to  break  the  close  link  between  command  and  control  and 
fail  to  maximize  the  strengths  of  each.  Control  has  usurped  the  concept  of  command. 
However,  command  and  control  are  indeed  separate  elements  with  unique  characteristics 
that,  in  combination,  provide  a  synergistic  effect  that  guides  a  unit  toward  successful 
mission  accomplishment.  An  examination  of  each  element  of  command  and  control  is 
necessary  to  define  their  linkage. 

The  role  of  the  commander,  in  accordance  with  Amty  doctrine,  is  to  command  and 
control  units.  The  Army  definition  of  command  is  straightforward.  Field  Manual  101-5 
defines  command  as  “the  authority  a  commander  in  military  service  lawfully  exercises  over 
subordinates  by  virtue  of  rank  and  assignment.  Command  includes  the  authority  and 
responsibility  for  effectively  using  available  resources  and  for  planning  the  employment  of, 
organizing,  directing,  coordinating,  and  controlling  military  forces  for  the  accomplishment 


"General  Donn  A.  Starry,  “Command  and  Control:  An  Overview,”  Military  Review  1 1 
(November  1981):  2-3. 
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of  assigned  missions.”'^  This  definition  is  a  sterile  approach  that  defines  command,  much 
like  van  Creveld,  as  a  purely  fimctional,  mechanical  system.  The  Army  definition  provides 
the  command  responsibilities  of  the  commander  and  the  authority  of  the  commander  to 
meet  his  command  responsibilities,  but  it  does  not  provide  the  method  for  achieving  the 
commander’s  responsibilities.  Each  Commander  is  left  to  develop  his  own  method  to 
execute  his  command  authority,  utilize  the  control  system,  and  meet  his  responsibilities 
based  upon  his  training  and  experiences.  Therefore,  command  becomes  an  individual 
initiative. 

General  Franks,  former  Commander  of  the  Training  and  Doctrine  Command, 
recognized  the  need  for  method  and  coined  the  term  “battle  command”  to  provide  a 
deeper  definition  of  command.  Battle  command  challenges  the  assertion  that  command  is 
mechanical  and  systematic  and  places  command,  as  an  individual  action,  upon  the 
commander.  General  Franks  defined  battle  command  as  “the  art  of  synthesizing 
information,  conceptualizing  the  fiiture,  decision  making,  communicating,  and  leading  and 
motivating  soldiers  and  organizations  to  accomplish  the  mission  while  in  harms  way.”*^ 
Command  is  then  not  a  mechanical  system,  clearly  defined  and  subject  to  checklist 
scrutiny,  but  a  personal  ability,  reflective  of  a  person  and  his  skills. 


•^Department  of  the  Army,  U.S.  Army  Combined  Arms  Center,  FM  101-5,  Staff  Organizations 
and  Procedures  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  USACAC,  31  May  1997),  1-1. 

‘^General  Frederick  M.  Franks  Jr.,  “Battle  Command,  A  Commander's  Perspective,”  Military 
Review  76,  no.  3  (May-June  1996)  :  14-21;  quoted  in  “GenCTal  Franks  (m  Battle  Command”  Briefing  (Ft. 
Irwin,  CA:  National  Training  Carter  Leadership  Training  Program  Briefing,  1998). 
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The  current  Army  capstone  manual  on  operations,  Field  Manual  100-5, 
Operations,  incorporates  General  Franks’  battle  command  concept.  Unlike  the  Army’s 
general  definition  of  command,  the  operations  manual  personalizes  command  by  stating 
that  “command  occurs  fi’om  the  location  of  the  commander,  whether  he  is  at  a  command 
post,  infiltrating  at  night  with  his  forward  light  infantry  elements,  or  in  a  main  battle  tank 
moving  with  the  main  effort.”*''  Lawful  authority  may  give  a  soldier  the  opportunity  to 
command,  but  the  action  of  commanding  generates  fi-om  within  the  soldier.  The  manual 
also  provides  two  vital  components  to  command.  Command  composes  decision  making 
and  leadership.  Decision  making  is  deciding  when,  if,  and  what  to  decide,  while  leadership 
is  the  ability  to  implement  these  decisions.  Command  is  therefore  more  an  art  than  a 
science.'*  Command  is  not  a  mechanical  checklist,  but  a  commander’s  exercise  of 
combining  information,  guidance,  and  experience  to  achieve  decision  and  action. 

Carl  von  Clausewitz  emphasizes  the  leadership  abilities  of  the  commander  in  his 
1833  theoretical  work  On  War.  Clausewitz  characterizes  the  importance  of  leader  qualities 
in  his  discussion  of  the  military  genius.  He  states  that  a  commander  requires  the 
“harmonious  association”  of  mental  and  physical  courage,  judgment,  intellect,  resolution, 
presence  of  mind,  force  of  mind,  thirst  for  honor,  firmness,  staunchness,  strength  of  mind, 
self-command,  strong  passion,  and  sense  of  locality.'*  These  qualities  clearly  show  that 


*'‘FM  100-5, 2-14  to  2-15. 

'^Ibid. 

'*Carl  von  Clausewitz,  On  War,  trans.  Colonel  J.  J.  Graham,  vols.  1-3  (London:  Kegan  Paul, 
Trench,  Trubner  &  Co.,  Ltd.,  1908),  46-71. 
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Clausewitz  believed  that  command  emanated  from  the  leadership  skills  within  the 
commander. 

Much  like  the  leadership  qualities  discussed  by  Clausewitz,  the  upcoming  Army 
capstone  doctrine  on  operations  continues  to  develop  the  concept  of  the  art  of  command 
by  listing  characteristics  that  a  commander  needs  to  command.  These  characteristics  are 
leadership,  professional  knowledge,  vision  and  intellect,  judgment  and  initiative,  courage 
and  resolve,  self-confidence,  the  ability  to  communicate,  and  integrity  and  example.*^ 

Each  characteristic  applies  directly  to  the  art  of  decision  making  and  leadership  and  serves 
to  further  expand  the  Army  operations  manual’s  definition  of  command. 

Both  the  current  and  upcoming  operational  manuals  address  leadership  as  an 
important  aspect  of  command.  The  Army  definition  of  leadership  is  important  to 
understanding  the  Army  view  of  command.  “Leadership  is  the  process  of  influencing 
people  by  providing  purpose,  direction,  and  motivation  while  operating  to  acconq)lish  the 
mission  and  improving  the  organization.”’*  This  definition  of  leadership  is  substantially 
similar  to  the  description  of  battle  command.  In  feet,  the  leadership  manual  goes  one  step 
further  by  subjugating  decision  making  as  a  leadership  action.  An  effective  leader  applies 
the  characteristics  of  leadership:  values,  skills,  attributes,  and  actions,  in  order  to  make 
decisions  and  effectively  lead. 


'’Department  of  the  Army,  Command  and  General  Staff  College,  FM  100-5,  “Operations” 
(Initial  Draft)  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  USACGSC,  4  April  1997),  III-1-2. 

'*Department  of  the  Army,  Command  and  General  Staff  College,  FM  22-100,  “Army 
Leadership”  (revised  final  draft)  (Fort  Leavenworth,  KS:  USACGSC,  1998),  1-10. 
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This  review  of  Army  manuals,  concepts,  and  terms  presents  one  basic  element  of 
command.  Command  is  the  exercise  of  the  professional  leadership  skills  of  the 
commander.  Only  one  small  aspect  differentiates  a  leader  from  a  commander.  A  leader 
may  incorporate  all  the  aspects  and  responsibilities  of  command,  but  without  the  legal 
authority  to  command.  In  other  words,  certain  legal  rights  of  the  commander,  such  as 
Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  authority  or  administrative  functions,  are  withheld  from 
the  leader.  A  demonstrated  ability  to  lead  achieves  command.  A  soldier  must  be  able  to 
lead  to  command.  Command  is  a  unique  balance  of  leadersh^  characteristics  gained 
throughout  a  commander’s  lifetime  vested  with  legal  authority.  Figure  1  demonstrates  the 
command  system  as  a  factor  of  the  commander’s  leadership. 


Fig.  1.  Command  System 
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A  commander  applies  his  leadership  style  to  meet  unit  requirements  while 
effectively  using  available  resources  and  planning  the  employment,  organizing,  directing, 
coordinating,  and  controlling  of  military  forces  for  the  accomplishment  of  assigned 
missions;  or  as  General  Frank’s  concept  of  battle  command  states,  “to  synthesize 
information,  conceptualize  the  future,  make  decisions,  communicate,  and  lead  and 
motivate  soldiers  and  organizations  to  accomplish  the  mission  while  in  harms  way.”*’  The 
command  system  is  truly  a  human  element  of  command  and  control. 

In  a  1981  Military  Review  article.  Major  Dennis  Long  wrote  to  refocus  the  way 
officers  think  about  command  and  control  and  to  encourage  resolution  of  command  and 
control  problems.  In  this  article.  Long  makes  a  simple,  but  true,  observation  about  the 
priorities  within  the  command  and  control  process.  He  states  that  “everything  else  m  the 
command  and  control  system  is  an  assist  or  a  tool  whose  nature  is  derived  from  a  need  of 
the  commander.”^®  Much  as  a  &e  team  leader  directs,  coordinates,  and  adjusts  the  actions 
of  his  soldiers,  a  commander  must  accomplish  the  same  with  large  groups  of  soldiers, 
diverse  units,  and  differing  missions.  When  a  command  is  small,  the  commander  can  see, 
hear,  and  assess  all  that  is  going  on  quickly  and  clearly  to  meet  his  command 
responsibilities  and  controll  his  subordinates.  Unit  size  increases  the  difficulty  in  directing, 
coordinating,  and  synchronizing  the  efforts  of  the  unit  to  accomplish  the  mission.  Control 
is  the  instrument  that  enables  a  commander  to  broaden  the  scope  of  his  command  or,  more 


‘^Franks,  14-21. 

^“Dennis  R  Long,  “Command  and  Control:  Restoring  the  Focus,”  Military  Review  1 1 
(November  1981):  44. 
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appropriately,  apply  the  effects  of  his  leadership.  The  Army’s  operations  manual  defines 
control  as  “a  process  by  which  a  commander,  assisted  by  his  staff,  organizes,  directs,  and 
coordinates  the  activities  of  the  forces  allocated  to  him.  To  achieve  this,  the  commander 
and  his  staff  employ  common  doctrine  and  use  standardized  procedures  in  conjunction 
with  the  equipment,  communication,  and  information  systems  available.”^*  Thus,  control 
is  the  channel,  or  system,  through  which  a  commander  exercises  his  leadership.  It  is  a 
two-way  channel  in  which  the  staff  serves  as  the  conduit.  The  staff  provides  information 
and  recommendations  to  the  commander  based  upon  information  received  through  the 
supporting  mechanical  equipment.  In  turn,  the  commander  uses  his  command  authority 
and  leadership  to  decide  and  to  relay  decisions  through  the  staff  to  his  subordinates.  The 
use  of  the  control  system,  within  the  tactical  operations  center,  enables  the  commander  to 
e>q)and  the  scope  of  his  leadership.  Control  is  purely  a  system  that  contains  the  procedures 
and  methods  to  influence  subordinates  and  coordinate  with  higher  headquarters.  To  do 
this,  the  system  requires  both  input  and  output.  The  output  is  command;  the  input  is 
information. 

Though  the  control  system  provides  the  means  to  implement  command,  a  system  is 
only  an  arrangement  of  like  elements  to  accomplish  an  output.  For  control  to  serve  as  an 
implementation  of  the  commander’s  leadership,  a  method  must  be  in  place  to  provide  the 
system  output.  The  method  to  support  control  is  information  management.  The  tactical 
operations  center  serves  as  the  hub  of  control  by  managing  information  for  the 
commander.  Everything  within  the  tactical  operations  center  serves  to  support  the  control 

^‘FM  100-5,  “Operations”  (Initial  Draft),  in-1-9. 


system  and  ultimately  the  commander’s  decision  making,  through  information 
management. 

Since  the  staff  operates  the  tactical  operations  center,  one  can  look  to  the  purpose 
of  the  staff  to  verify  the  reason  for  the  tactical  operations  center’s  existence.  The  Army 
field  maniial  for  staff  organization  and  procedures  states  that  “all  staff  organizations  and 
procedures  exist  to  make  the  organization,  analysis,  and  presentation  of  vast  amounts  of 
information  manageable  for  the  commander.  The  commander  relies  on  his  staff  to  get 
fi-om  battlefield  ‘information’  to  battlefield  ‘understanding,’  or  situational  awareness.”^^ 
This  is  one  case  in  which  the  Army  definition  outpaces  others.  Because  many  military 
writers  address  command  and  control  as  one  element,  seldom  is  there  more  of  a  staff 
definition  than  to  support  the  commander.  In  truth,  the  staff  does  exist  to  assist  the 
commander,  by  acting  as  the  commander’s  conduit  into  the  control  system  and  as  the 
information  manager.  Figure  2  portrays  the  control  system  Each  element  will  be 
described  in  detail. 

One  must  also  keep  in  mind  that  command  is  personality  based.  Each  commander 
will  develop  a  personalized  balance  of  command  characteristics,  and  this  provides  an 
implied  task  to  the  staff.  First,  the  staff  must  operate  within  the  doctrinal  duties  and 
responsibilities  inherent  with  their  position,  but  they  must  also  tailor  their  roles  to  the 
personality  and  leadership  style  of  the  commander.  Without  a  clear  imderstanding  of  the 
commander’s  wants  and  needs,  the  staff  will  not  provide  the  information,  in  the  proper 


“FM  101-5, 1-3. 
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Fig.  2.  Control  system 


format,  to  the  commander  so  that  he  may  imderstand  it.  Doctrine  provides  the  principles 
to  the  staff  members;  the  commander  provides  the  specifics.  Ultimately  the  control  system 
and  the  supporting  information  management  will  tailor  itself  to  the  command  style  of  the 
commander. 

Information  management  is  composed  of  several  steps.  These  steps  use  both 
mechanical  and  automated  assets  to  gain  and  disseminate  information  through  the  staff 
sections.  The  Amty  definition  of  control  mentions  commxmications  and  equipment,  but 
fails  to  clearly  address  their  relation  to  information  management.  Within  a  tactical 
operations  center,  the  radios,  computers,  maps,  and  charts  all  exist  to  assist  the  staff  with 
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coordinating  and  managing  information.  The  equipment  contributes  the  mechanical  means 
to  support  information  management.  The  staff  supports  information  management  by 
focusing  information  within  their  specialties. 

The  staff  enables  the  commander  to  command  or,  more  specifically,  to  decide  and 
lead  by  providing  information  to  the  commander.  The  staff  subsequently  assists  with 
control  by  providing  information  laterally,  higher,  and  lower  deriving  fi'om  the 
commander’s  decisions.  Within  the  field  of  information  management.  Field  Manual  101-5, 
Staff  Organization  and  Operations,  defines  the  staff’s  specific  role  in  helping  the 
commander  exercise  control  by  doing  the  following:  acquiring  and  applying  means  to 
accomplish  the  commander’s  intent,  defining  limits,  determining  requirements,  allocating 
means,  monitoring  status  and  performance  and  reporting  significant  changes  to  the 
commander,  developing  specific  guidance  fi’om  general  guidance,  and  forecasting 
change.^^ 

The  staff  fulfills  these  roles  through  the  staff  estimate.  The  staff  estimate  supports 
the  commander  with  information  focused  on  current  operations  while  anticipating  future 
operations.  The  staff  estimate  requires  the  staff  to  constantly  collect,  process,  and 
evaluate  information  while  preparation  of  the  estimate  requires  the  staff  to  understand  the 
commander’s  intent,  the  mission,  and  the  status  of  the  unit.  Finally,  the  staff  estimate 
obtains,  consolidates,  and  analyzes  information  fi'om  higher,  lower,  zmd  lateral  sources  to 


1-2. 
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provide  the  information  necessary  to  the  commander  for  fulfilling  his  command 
responsibility. 

The  staff  focuses  on  collecting,  managing,  and  analyzing  information  to  develop 
their  estimates  and  support  the  control  system.  Numerous  systems,  techniques,  and 
methods  have  developed  to  deal  with  information  and  assist  staffs  with  handling  the 
constant  stream  of  information  delivered  by  advancing  technology  systems.  The  Army 
continues  to  invest  significant  manpower  and  money  to  answer  the  information  handling 
question  in  light  of  the  reduced  time  available  and  increased  volume. 

In  1981,  General  Donn  Starry  summarized  why  information  is  so  inqjortant  to  the 
commander.  “The  command  and  control  problem  goes  something  like  this:  In  order  to 
fight  the  battle  successfully,  the  commander  has  to  find  out  what  is  going  on,  decide  what 
to  do  about  it,  tell  somebody  what  to  do,  then  keep  track  of  how  the  battle  is  going.  He 
needs  to  turn  that  information-decision  cycle  in  time  (to  get)  inside  the  enemy’s 
information-decision  cycle  so  that,  instead  of  actually  reacting  to  what  the  enemy  does,  he 
can  seize  the  initiative. Generrd  Starry  defines  the  purpose  of  information  management, 
the  control  system,  and  links  it  back  to  command.  Field  manuals  101-5  and  100-5  also 
discuss  information.  However,  these  manuals,  like  Starry,  do  not  break  information  into 
distinctive  subsystems,  but  treat  the  whole  information-decision  cycle  as  one  large  system. 
Thus,  perpetuating  the  idea  that  command  and  control  are  one  in  the  same. 


^^Starry,  2. 
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Both  General  Starry  and  the  Army  have  treated  the  information  system  too 
simplistically.  As  the  vital  system  for  implementing  a  commander’s  leadership  through  the 
control  system,  and  coupled  with  the  supporting  mechanical  and  staff  elements  in  the 
tactical  operations  center,  the  flow  of  information  is  complicated.  Information  is  inputed 
into  the  control  system,  flows  across  mechanical  and  human  elements,  crosses  systems, 
and  provides  accurate  information  to  the  commander  and  his  subordinates.  Information 
comes  from  many  directions  to  the  tactical  operations  center.  At  the  tactical  operations 
center,  information  is  centralized  only  to  be  spread  out  again  to  each  staff  section  for 
analysis.  The  digested  information  is  again  centralized  at  the  tactical  operations  center 
through  staff  agreement  on  its  meaning  and  impact.  Next,  it  is  presented  to  the 
commander  for  a  decision.  Finally,  subordinates  are  sent  the  information  as  an  output. 
Parallel  information  systems  exist.  There  are  also  command,  intelligence,  and  logistics 
channels  for  the  flow  of  information.  Information  management  is  not,  by  any  means, 
simple. 

Information  management  truly  composes  many  distinctive  steps  to  produce  an 
output.  Army  doctrine  fails  to  address  the  information  system  in  any  detail  and  most 
writers,  like  van  Creveld,  focus  only  on  the  homogenized  term  of  command  and  control. 
The  combat  training  centers  recognize  steps  within  information  management  because  their 
observer/controllers  serve  as  objective  observers  within  unit  tactical  operations  centers. 
Through  observation,  the  observer/controllers  recognize  the  steps  necessary  in  information 
management  in  order  to  identify  friilures  within  the  command  and  control  system. 
Subordinate  steps  link  information  management  and  serve  to  control  the  information 
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moving  into,  through,  and  out  of  the  information  system..  A  failure  to  execute  one  step 
wiD  lead  to  feilure  in  effectively  managing  information.  The  steps  developed  to  identify 
critical  areas  within  information  management  are  information  flow,  information  handling, 
information  dissemination,  information  anafysis,  and  information  relevance.  As  a  complete 
system,  these  steps  enable  information  management. 

The  information  flow  step  refers  directly  to  obtaining  and  disseminating 
information.  Typically,  this  step  comprises  the  lateral,  higher,  and  lower  movement  of  raw 
information.  It  is  the  input  into  the  control  system  through  information  management. 
Communications  equipment,  standard  operating  procedures,  reports,  and  clear  guidance 
directly  effect  the  flow  of  information  and  the  smooth  management  of  bulk  information, 
coming  into  and  leaving  the  tactical  operations  center  by  limiting  and  focusing  the 
mformation.  Often,  this  step  is  the  focus  of  the  clerks  and  noncommissioned  officers 
working  within  the  tactical  operations  center.^^  The  information  flow  step  is  the  basic 
building  block  for  information  management. 

The  second  step  in  information  management  is  handling,  the  process  that 
documents  and  tracks  the  information  flowing  through  a  tactical  operations  center.  It  is 
sometimes  referred  to  as  battletracking.  This  step  is  concerned  with  documenting 
information  in  a  way  that  allows  quick  recovery  of  the  information  and  movement  through 
the  rest  of  the  information  management  steps.  Tools  used  to  handle  information  include: 


“BDM  Management  Services  Company,  JRTC  Training  Sttufy:  Effective  Employment  of  the 
TOCNCO{Vt.  Polk,  LA:  JRTC,  1995),  B-3. 
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logs,  message  fonns,  significant  acts  board,  maps,  and  charts.  These  tools  all  consolidate 
and  record  the  raw  information  flowing  into  or  through  the  tactical  operations  center. 

The  purpose  of  the  first  two  subsystems  is  to  consolidate  the  information  and 
record  it.  The  third  subsystem  of  dissemination  sends  the  information  in  drfiferent 
directions  again.  Dissemination  is  the  first  step  that  involves  the  conplete  staff  in 
information  management.  Information  dissemination  begins  with  the  tactical  operation 
center  deciding  who  needs  the  information  to  ensure  that  appropriate  coordinating  and 
special  staff  receive  the  information  that  affect  their  operations.  The  information  is 
prioritized  and  moved  to  the  staff  sections  that  require  it.  Runners,  internal 
communications,  and  message  boards  are  all  tools  for  moving  the  information  to  where  it 
needs  to  go.  Parallel  information  systems,  logistics,  intelligence,  and  fire  support,  for 
example,  use  a  duplicate  process  and  require  the  administrative,  logistics  center,  or 
intelligence  personnel  to  make  the  decision  and  continue  the  process. 

Information  analysis,  the  fourth  step,  is  done  by  the  separate  staff  elements  and 
may  not  occur  within  the  tactical  operations  center.  Staffs  must  determine  what  the  raw 
information  means  and  determine  its  effects,  if  any,  on  the  unit  and  its  mission. 

Information  that  is  time  critical,  for  example,  the  sighting  of  enemy  forces,  may  be 
analyzed  quickly,  and  units  can  use  the  technique  of  battle  drills  to  accommodate  this 
information.  Other  information  has  a  long-term  impact,  such  as  equipment  status  reports, 
and  is  reviewed  for  both  its  short-term  and  long-term  impacts  upon  the  unit.  Finally,  some 
information  has  no  impact.  The  staff  sections  incorporate  the  results  of  their  analysis  into 
estimates  and  returned  the  estimates  to  the  tactical  operations  center,  through  the  parallel 


35 


systems  if  applicable,  and  integrate  the  analyzed  information  with  other  stafiF  section 
analysis.  This  produces  the  big  pictxire  of  the  battlefield  environment. 

Finally,  the  tactical  operations  center  must  determine  the  overall  relevance  of  the 
information  to  the  unit  and  mission.  The  commander  determines  his  information 
requirements  and  defines  what  information  he  requires  to  gain  situational  understanding 
through  the  use  of  commander’s  critical  information  requirements.  The  information 
relevance  step  utilizes  the  commander’s  critical  information  requirements  and  other 
intelligence  requirements  to  complete  the  process.  The  priority  rating  of  the  information 
determines  the  necessity  of  speed  for  providing  the  information  to  the  commander. 

The  analyzed  information  is  now  centralized  for  use  by  the  commander  to  provide 
him  with  situational  understanding  and  with  support  for  the  decision  making  aspect  of 
leadership  In  Other  words,  the  information  transitions  fi’om  the  control  system  to 
command.  The  successful  product  of  the  information  system  should  provide  the 
commander  the  situational  awareness  necessary  for  a  decision.  The  Army  does  not  state 
the  definition  of  situational  awareness  clearly  and  sometimes  refers  to  it  as  situational 
understanding.^*  The  change  from  awareness  to  understanding  inplies  that  just  having  the 
information  does  not  aid  the  commander,  but  analyzed  information  with  its  relevance  to 
the  unit  and  its  mission  will  enable  the  commander  to  make  quick  and  accurate  decisions. 
Situational  understanding  simply  means  the  commander’s  ability  to  imder stand  himself,  the 
enemy,  and  the  terrain  or  environment  and  their  effect  on  the  unit  and  mission. 


100-5  (Initial  Draft),  III-1-9. 
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The  commander  now  exercises  his  leadership,  makes  a  decision,  and  communicates 
it  back  into  the  control  system.  Though  a  commander  may  disseminate  his  decision 
personally,  normally  his  decision  re-enters  the  control  process  through  the  tactical 
operations  center.  Once  the  tactical  operations  center  communicates  the  commander’s 
decisions  to  higher,  lateral,  and  lower  units,  the  tactical  operations  center  has  provided  the 
output  of  the  control  system 

Finally,  information  of  the  future  is  destined  to  make  the  management  of 
information  even  more  complicated  and  technological  to  produce  larger  volumes  of 
information  in  support  of  the  Army  concepts  of  Force  XXI  and  Army  After  Next.  With 
digitalization,  the  Army  intends  to  provide  commanders  with  near  real  time  information 
and  near  real  time  situational  understanding,  thus  speeding  up  the  decision-making  process 
for  the  commander.  A 1997  study  by  the  Army  Research  Institute  for  Behavioral  Sciences 
on  digitized  tactical  operations  centers  identified  that  information  overload  and  the  loss  of 
effective  mission  critical  information  is  a  possible  risk  of  digitalization  and  a  distinct 
possibility.  Commanders  voiced  the  same  concern  in  a  recent  survey  by  the  institute.  To 
oflfeet  this  risk,  the  report  concluded  that  significant  training,  development  of  user  fi'iendly 
systems,  and  changes  to  supporting  subsystems  would  be  required  to  manage  the  risk.^’ 
The  information  system  of  the  future  wUl  be  more  complicated,  and  the  control  process 
will  become  an  even  more  vital  link  to  command  in  the  future. 


^’Department  of  the  Army,  U.S.  Army  Research  Institute  for  the  Behavioral  Sciences,  Research 
Rqxnt  1709,  Enhance  Performance  in  Light  Infantry  Digital  Tactical  Operations  Centers,  (Alexandria, 
VA:  ARI,  1997),  1-25. 
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Army  doctrine  defines  the  command  and  control  system  as  “the  facilities, 
equipment,  communications,  procedures,  and  personnel  essential  to  a  commander  for 
planning,  directing,  and  controlling  operations  of  assigned  forces  pursuant  to  the  missions 
assigned.  The  term  system  is  deceptive.  It  does  not  solely  mean  an  arrangement  of 
equipment  such  as  a  communications  system.  The  C2  [command  and  control]  system  is  an 
organization  of  resources  the  commander  uses  to  help  plan,  direct,  coordinate,  and  control 
military  operations  to  ensure  mission  accomplishment.  The  result  is  combat 
effectiveness.”^®  The  definition  readily  admits  that  the  command  and  control  system  is  not 
clear  and  that  the  definition  is  deceiving.  The  command  and  control  system  is  confiising 
because  Army  doctrine  has  created  systems  within  systems  without  clearly  establishing 
their  support  relationships.  However,  this  may  be  considered  merely  an  oversight  on  the 
Army’s  part  since  it  true  focus  is  only  on  control.  The  mechanics  of  the  command  and 
control  process  are  actually  simple.  Command  and  control  stands  as  a  process  for  the 
commander  to  achieve  his  responsibilities.  The  separate  issues  of  command,  control,  staff 
operations,  procedures,  information,  and  personnel  are  all  subordinate  to  the  command 
and  control  process.  Figure  3  serves  to  clarify  the  command  and  control  process. 


^*FM  101-5, 1-2. 
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Command  and  Control  Process 


Fig.  3.  Command  and  Control 


Command  and  control  is  a  process  that  supports  human  action.  The  process  is 
dependent  on  people;  people  should  not  be  dependent  on  the  process.  Human 
intervention  occurs  at  aU  levels  of  information  management  through  the  use  of 
noncommissioned  ofBcers  and  officers  within  the  tactical  operations  center.  The  process 
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is  driven  by  the  human  intervention  of  the  staff,  commander,  and  subordinate  commanders. 
As  Manuel  De  Landa  states,  the  command  and  control  process  is  based  on  “humans 
creatively  interfacing  with  their  machines.”^’ 

The  command  and  control  process  is  a  synthesis  of  the  separate  elements  of 
command  and  control.  However,  it  goes  beyond  a  simple  concept  of  the  sum  of  each 
provides  a  greater  effect  than  separate.  With  the  size,  dispersion,  and  technological 
impacts  on  units,  command  cannot  exist  without  control.  In  reverse,  control  would  only 
constitute  checklist  management  without  creative  human  interaction.  Command  alone 
could  not  digest  all  the  battlefield  information  and  decide  quickly  enough  to  outpace  a 
moving,  responding  enemy.  While  control  might  result  in  a  quick  response,  the  lack  of 
command  leadership  would  result  in  an  unfocused,  uninspired  response  to  the  enemy. 

Until  the  Army  accepts  the  fact  that  its  chosen  path  of  control  technology  seeks  to  create 
an  environment  of  complete  control  and  the  Army  finds  a  way  to  bring  balance  between 
the  control  processes  and  hximan  interaction,  all  the  Army’s  doctrine  on  leadership  will  not 
eliminate  the  staffs  inability  to  understand  the  relationship  between  command  and  control, 
and  the  importance  of  information  to  regaining  the  hirnian  element.  Further,  it  will 
continue  to  lessen  the  commander’s  fi’eedom  for  audacious,  inventive  actions  and  to  make 
unencumbered  decisions. 

Despite  the  Army  trend  toward  developing  control  systems,  the  two  actual  key 
elements  of  command  and  control  are  quality  leadership  and  information  in  equal  portions. 
Command  is  centered  within  the  balanced  leadership  characteristics  of  the  commander.  It 

Landa,  82. 
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is  his  vision  and  judgment  that  integrates  the  information  provided  by  the  control  system 
and  forms  a  decision.  Information  management  provides  the  information  required  by  the 
commander  to  gain  situational  understanding.  Following  the  commander’s  decision, 
information  man^ement  provides  the  method  to  ejqjand  the  scope  of  the  commander’s 
leadership.  A  unit  may  have  a  quality  leader,  but  without  quality  information,  the 
commander  is  handicapped  in  decision  making.  He  does  not  have  situational 
understanding.  On  the  other  hand,  a  unit  with  good  information  management  may  not 
have  quality  leadersh^.  The  lack  of  clear  leadership  will  delay  any  implementation  of  a 
decision  despite  having  accurate  information. 

Now,  instead  of  defining  the  role  of  the  battle  captain,  as  a  component  of  the 
tactical  operations  center  under  the  auspices  of  command  and  control,  he  must  be  defined 
within  the  aspects  of  leadership  or  information.  If  the  battle  captain  exists  to  serve  the 
commander  within  the  leadership  role,  the  battle  captain  would  be  a  part  of  the  command 
system.  If  the  battle  captain  serves  as  an  element  of  the  information  system,  he  would 
become  a  part  of  control. 
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CHAPTER  3 


DIRECTED  TELESCOPE 

Field  Manual  100-5,  Operations,  states  “the  characteristics  of  successful  command 
are  leadership,  professional  knowledge,  vision  and  intellect,  judgment  and  initiative, 
courage  and  resolve,  self-confidence,  the  ability  to  communicate,  and  integrity  and 
example.”'  Visuali2ation  and  intellect  includes  the  commander’s  ability  to  visualize  the 
battlefield  and  to  gain  a  clear  picture.  This  is  the  one  characteristic  in  which  the 
commander  often  depend  on  others.  FM  101-5,  Staff  Organizations  and  Operations, 
clearly  states  that  the  reason  for  the  existence  of  a  staff  and  their  procedures  is  to  man^e 
information  through  organization  and  anafysis,  and  to  bring  needed  information  to  the 
commander.  “The  commander  relies  on  his  staff  to  get  fi’om  battlefield  ‘information’  to 
battlefield  ‘understanding’  or  situational  awareness,  quicker  than  his  adversary.”^  The 
manual  never  addresses  the  accuracy  of  the  information  provided  by  the  staff.  The  manual 
apparently  assumes  that  with  increased  technology  and  standardized  procedures 
information  will  always  be  accurate,  and  that  the  staff  or  commander  are  the  only  methods 
for  gaining  information. 

The  truth  is  that  modem  commanders  encounter  many  of  the  same  informational 
problems  that  Napoleon  met  with  as  the  commander  of  the  Grande  Armee  Much  like 
the  command  and  control  process  today,  the  bulk  of  information  that  Napoleon  had  to  rely 

‘Dq)artment  of  the  Anny,  Command  and  Goieral  Staff  College,  FM  100-5,  “Operations”  (Initial 
Draft)  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  USACGSC,  4  April  1997). 

^Department  of  the  Army,  U.S.  Army  Combined  Arms  Center,  FM  101-5,  Staff  Organizations 
and  Procedures  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  USACAC,  31  May  1997),  1-3. 
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upon  in  making  his  decisions  was  reports  gathered  and  presented  by  his  staff;.  However, 
Napoleon  found  the  formal  reporting  system  did  not  always  respond  to  his  needs  because 
“reports  tend  to  become  less  and  less  specific;  the  more  numerous  the  stages  through 
which  they  pass  and  the  more  standardized  the  form  in  which  they  are  presented,  the 
greater  the  danger  that  they  will  become  so  heavily  profiled  (and  possibly  sugar-coated  or 
merely  distorted  by  the  many  summaries)  as  to  become  almost  meaningless.”^  An 
observation  made  by  Clausewitz  during  his  discussion  on  quality  information  and  fi-iction 
states  “in  a  few  words,  most  reports  are  felse,  and  the  timidity  of  men  acts  as  a  multiplier 
of  lies  and  imtruths.”  serves  to  fiirther  compound  the  information  accuracy  problem.^ 
Worse  yet,  a  commander  may  not  have  any  contact  with  a  subordinate  unit.  Faced  with 
these  potential  weaknesses  in  the  control  system,  a  commander  must  develop  a  method  to 
verify  and  fill  in  gaps  in  the  information  he  receives  fi'om  the  control  system.  A  complete 
reliance  upon  the  control  system,  or  upon  the  staff,  for  accurate  information  will  likely 
result  in  flawed  decisions  by  the  commander. 

In  a  pamphlet  prepared  to  support  a  request  fi-om  the  United  States  Army 
Organizational  Effectiveness  Center,  Lieutenant  Colonel  Gary  B.  GrifBn  states, 
“Throughout  military  history,  regardless  of  the  era  or  period,  changes  in  force  design, 
advances  in  technology,  new  staff  configurations,  and  the  several  revolutions  in  the  art  of 
war  brought  on  by  these  changes,  the  battlefield  commanders’  driving  quest  for  certainty 

^Martin  van  Creveld,  Command  in  War  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  1985),  74-75. 

^Carl  von  Clausewitz,  On  War,  trans.  Colonel  J.J.  Graham,  vols.  1-3  (London:  Kegan  Paul, 
Trench,  Trubner  &  Co.,  Ltd.,  1908),  76. 
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concerning  battle  conditions  has  remained  a  historical  constant.”*  This  observation  is 

supported  by  the  Army’s  quest  for  “knowledge  and  speed”  as  the  keys  to  success  in  the 

twenty-first  centuiy  Army.  In  response  to  the  search  for  accurate  information,  the  control 

system,  supported  by  staffs,  technology,  and  communications,  developed  in  the  Army 

along  with  the  control  system’s  inherent  weaknesses.  However,  historically  commanders 

developed  another  method  for  gathering  information  and  covering  for  the  weaknesses  of 

the  control  system— the  “directed  telescope.”  The  directed  telescope  serves  as  a  third 

system  within  the  command  and  control  process  by  supporting  the  commander’s  decision 

making  and  by  providing  information  through  another  avenue. 

The  concept  of  the  “directed  telescope”  was  first  introduced  by  historian  Martin 

Van  Creveld  and  firrther  discussed  by  Lieutenant  Colonel  Gary  B.  GriflRn.^  The  directed 

telescopes  were  employed  by  commanders,  throughout  history,  to  bypass  fiiction  and 

provide  first-hand  information  directly  to  the  commander.  Though  Lieutenant  Colonel 

GrifiSn  refers  to  them  as  the  “eyes”  of  the  commander,  the  description  goes  ferther.  Van 

Creveld  states  that  a  commander  employs  a  directed  telescope 

to  guard  against  this  danger  [weaknesses  in  the  control  system]  and  to  keep  his 
subordinates  on  their  toes,  a  commander  needs  to  have ...  a  kind  of  directed 
telescope— the  metaphor  is  an  apt  one— which  he  can  direct,  at  will,  at  any  part  of 
the  enemy’s  force,  the  terrain,  or  his  own  army  in  order  to  bring  in  information  that 
is  not  only  less  structured  than  that  passed  on  by  normal  channels  but  also  tailored 
to  meet  his  momentary  (and  specific)  needs.  Ideally,  the  regular  reporting  system 


concise  and  detailed  historical  look  at  directed  telescopes  can  be  found  in  LTC  Gary  B. 
Griffin,  The  Directed  Telescope:  A  Traditional  Element  of  Effective  Command  (Fort  Leavenwwth,  KS: 
Combat  Studies  Institute,  USACGSC,  July  1991),  35. 

*Ibid.,  1. 
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should  tell  the  commander  which  questions  to  ask,  and  the  directed  telescope 
should  enable  him  to  answer  those  questions/ 

Not  only  does  van  Creveld  attribute  Napoleon’s  success  to  his  ability  to  effectively  use 

both  the  formal  control  system  and  the  directed  telescope,  but  both  van 

Creveld’s  and  GrifSn’s  historical  studies  of  the  directed  telescope  shows  that  the  best 

commanders  have  used  directed  telescopes  to  gain  information. 

By  having  direct  assess  to  the  commander,  subordinates,  soldiers,  and  other  units, 

the  directed  telescopes  became  the  eyes,  ears,  voice,  and  conscience  of  the  commander. 

“Routinefy,  they  were  charged  with  seeking  out  intangible  information,  such  as  that 

pertaining  to  morale,  esprit,  and  cohesiveness,”  but  their  role  was  almost  always  more 

diverse.  The  directed  telescopes  pursued  the  truth,  good  or  bad,  for  the  commander. 

They  verified  whether  the  commander’s  orders  and  policies  were  being  followed  and  more 

inq)ortantly  whether  the  commander’s  intent  was  complied  with.  Directed  telescopes  also 

served  as  a  conduit  for  the  commander  to  directly  relay  information,  orders,  and  intent  to 

subordinate  commanders.* 

Throughout  history,  these  directed  telescopes  took  many  forms  and  names. 
Whether  called  aides,  staff  officers,  or  liaison  officers,  their  general  role  of  providing 
commanders  with  truthfol  information  and  direct  lines  of  commmiications  remained 
constant.  Historical  examples  date  back  to  Alexander  the  Great,  continued  with  the 
Roman  Army  and  into  the  middle  ages,  but  it  was  in  the  eighteenth  century  that  their  use 


\an  Creveld,  74-75 
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became  more  widespread.  Napoleon  used  two  forms  of  tiie  directed  telescope.  First  was 
a  group  of  eight  to  twelve  adjutant  generals  that  were  selected  for  their  mental  and 
physical  powers.  This  group  was  prized  for  their  experience  and  were  sent  on  missions, 
often  fer  reaching  and  diplomatic  or  intelligence  oriented,  by  Napoleon  with  little 
guidance.  Adjutant  generals  were  given  wide  latitude  to  report  on  anything  that  might  be 
of  interest  to  Napoleon.  Napoleon’s  second  group  of  directed  telescopes  was  a  group  of 
about  twelve  young  officers.  These  younger  officers  were  given  more  limited  missions  to 
obtain  localized  information  or  transmit  messages.  The  officiers  d’  ordonance,  as  the 
yoimger  directed  telescopes  were  known,  were  prized  for  their  courage  and  determination. 
For  them,  no  mission  was  impossible.^ 

Moltke  enqjloyed  officers  of  the  general  staff  as  directed  telescopes  while  serving 
as  the  Chief  of  the  General  Staff  of  the  Prussian  Army.  However,  his  use  was  different. 
“With  his  forces  spread  over  a  fi'ont  two  hundred  miles  long,  Moltke  was  unable  to  wield 
a  directed  telescope  in  the  Napoleonic  manner  and  had  to  have  his  ‘eyes’  stationed 
permanentfy  on  the  spot  instead.”’®  Moltke  had  the  advantage  of  the  telegraph  that 
enabled  him  to  keep  his  directed  telescopes  forward.  The  German  Army  used  directed 
telescopes  at  all  unit  levels  during  World  War  I.  The  directed  telescopes  were  liaison 
officers  tasked  to  assist  with  timing  movement,  synchronizating  effects,  and  exploiting 
success  between  the  artilleiy  and  infantry  forces.  The  directed  telescopes  maintained  a 

’Creveld,  75. 
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constant  communication  between  artillery  units  and  infentry  units,  bypassing  intermediate 
chains  of  command. 

The  Allied  fijrces  used  directed  telescopes  during  World  War  I  to  compensate  for 
a  degenerating  command  system.  As  World  War  I  became  a  stalemate  and  trench  warfare 
the  method  of  fighting,  commanders  at  all  echelons  failed  to  go  to  the  Jfront  and  gain 
personal  knowledge  of  what  was  occurring;  they  relied  more  and  more  on  the  technology 
of  the  telephone,  wireless,  and  telegraph  to  gain  their  picture  of  the  war.  J.  F.  C.  Fuller 
wrote  that  it  was  “talking,  talking,  talking  in  place  of  leading,  leading,  leading.”"  Allied 
commanders  came  more  and  more  to  rely  on  the  control  system  and  occasionally  directed 
telescopes  to  keep  in  touch  with  the  battle.  These  allied  commanders  almost  seem  to  have 
foretold  the  current  situation  the  Army  finds  itself  in. 

Though  Ulysses  S.  Grant  used  directed  telescopes  to  provide  him  critical 
information  fi-om  specific  areas  during  a  battle,  and  Robert  E.  Lee  occasionally  used 
directed  telescopes,  it  was  specifically  between  World  War  I  and  World  War  II  that  the 
directed  telescope  gained  doctrinal  recognition  in  the  U.S.  Army.  The  1937  Field  Manual 
101-5,  Staff  Officers  Field  Manual,  used  the  term  liaison  officer  to  provide  the  Army’s 
defimtion  of  the  directed  telescope  prior  to  World  War  II.  The  liaison  officer  was  defined 
as  the  commander’s  principal  means  of  keeping  in  touch  with  the  tactical  situatioa  The 
manual  provided  an  excellent  list  of  the  traits  of  a  directed  telescope:  good  judgment; 

'*J.  F.  C.  Fuller,  Generalship:  Its  Diseases  and  Their  Cure— A  Study  of  the  Personal  Factor  in 
Command  (Harrisburg,  PA:  Military  Service  Publishing  Co.,  1936),  61;  quoted  in  LTC  Gary  B.  Griffin, 
The  Directed  Telescope:  A  Traditional  Element  of  Effective  Command  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  Combat 
Studies  Institute,  USACGSC,  July  1991),  36. 
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unfailing  tact;  initiative;  sympathy;  and  acute  perception,  coupled  with  exactness  and 
accuracy  in  determining  facts,  an  ability  to  ejqjress  themselves  and  to  deliver  impartial 
reports  in  the  clearest  and  most  concise  terms,  and  good  tactical  knowledge.  The  1937 
definition  was  one  of  the  most  detailed  doctrinal  definitions  of  the  duties  and 
responsibilities  of  a  directed  telescope  ever  published.*^  The  duties  and  responsibilities 
were  first  “to  keep  the  commander  up  to  date  on  the  situation  within  subordinate  units  by 
providing  information  not  available  in  routine  reports,  information  that  could  ultimately 
prove  critical  in  the  commander’s  decision-making  process.  Second,  liaison  ofiBcers  are 
required  to  dedicate  themselves  fiilfy  to  fecilitating  communications  at  all  levels  in  order  to 
achieve  a  ‘concerted  efibrt.’”’^ 

The  definition  establishes  the  directed  telescope  as  the  third  system,  though 
informal,  within  the  command  and  control  process  by  using  it,  much  like  Napoleon,  to 
augment  reports  and  clarify  information  inaccuracies.  The  directed  telescope  supported 
the  commander’s  decision-making  process  and  streamlined  the  flow  of  intangible 
information  within  the  command  and  control  process. 

The  Army  choose  the  traditional  role  of  a  directed  telescope  and  put  its  doctrine  to 
the  test  during  World  War  n.  The  formalization  of  the  directed  telescope  occurred 
despite,  or  more  appropriately  because  of  technology.  Technology  made  it  possible  for 
the  German  Army  to  command  and  control  units  in  highfy  mobile,  decentralized  blitzkrieg 


'^United  States  Army  Command  and  General  Staff  School,  FM  101-5,  Command  and  Staff 
Principles  (Tentative)  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  The  Command  and  General  Staff  Sdiool  Press,  1937),  157. 
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warfare.  The  allied  forces  were  forced  to  operate  in  a  highly  decentralized  fashion  to 
counter  the  German  Army.  The  command  and  control  technology  made  highly 
decentralized,  deep,  and  mobile  military  operations  possible,  but  they  also  reduced  the 
commander’s  ability  to  stay  personally  in  touch  with  his  subordinate  units.  Better 
technology  did  not  mean  better  information  for  the  commander,  instead  it  meant  more 
in:q)ersonal  and  potentially  inaccurate  reports  which  required  the  commander  to  increase 
his  informal  efforts  to  augment  the  control  systeuL 

During  World  War  11,  the  United  States  Seventh  Amiy’s  solution  to  the 
information  problem  was  the  creation  of  the  Signal  Information  and  Monitoring  units 
patterned  after  the  British  Army  Phantom  Corps  (the  British  Army  identified  the  same 
problems  with  the  command  and  control  process  during  their  campaign  in  North  Afiica). 
The  Seventh  Army  deemed  this  informal  control  system  so  important  that  they  developed 
the  units  out  of  their  own  available  assets.  In  1943,  the  Fifth  Army  was  so  impressed  with 
the  success  of  these  directed  telescopes  that  it  created  its  own.  Finally,  in  1944  the  War 
Department  was  convinced  of  the  benefits  of  the  Signal  Information  and  Monitoring  units 
and  formally  created  a  company  of  directed  telescopes.  The  mission  of  aU  the  Signal 
Information  and  Monitoring  units  was  essentially  the  same.  Primarily  through  signal 
intercept  of  fiiendly  units,  combined  with  personal  contact  with  subordinates,  the  units 
served  as  information  gatherers  providing  “field  army,  corps,  and  division  with  timely  and 
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accurate  tactical  information.”’"  The  directed  telescopes  were  outfitted  with  the  best 
communications  equipment  available  in  order  to  talk  directly  with  the  higher  headquarters. 

General  George  S.  Patton  viewed  the  benefits  of  the  Signal  Information  and 
Monitoring  units  as  indispensable,  and  upon  being  denied  a  formal  unit  by  the  War 
Department  imtil  after  Normandy,  he  converted  a  complete  cavalry  group  into  directed 
telescopes  for  the  Third  Army.  Designated  as  the  Army  Information  Service  by  Patton, 
their  mission  differed  slightly  fi’om  that  of  the  Signal  Information  and  Monitoring  units. 
The  Army  Information  Service  established  communications  from  the  forward  elements, 
down  to  regimental  level,  directly  to  the  Army  headquarters.  The  information  they 
reported  bypassed  all  intermediate  chains  of  command  and  went  directly  to  Patton.’^  The 
Army  Information  Service  was  so  successful  that  they  were  given  credit  for  being  “behind 
Patton’s  uncanny  knowledge  of  the  situation.”’®  Finally,  during  the  European  campaign 
the  three  army  level  information  services  formally  combined  and  became  the  Army 
Tactical  Information  Service. 

Following  World  War  H,  General  Patton  chaired  a  board,  convened  by  the  Army, 
to  look  at  operations  during  the  war.  The  board  determined  that  the  Army  Tactical 
Information  Service’s  liaison  system  was  invaluable  and  recommended  that  it  become  a 
regular  part  of  the  peacetime  Army.  General  Eisenhower  agreed  with  the  board  findings 


'“Ibid.,  21-26. 

‘^Ibid.,  26-27. 

'*Ladislas  Farago,  Pa/ton;  Ordeal  and  Triumph  (New  York:  Obolensky,  1964),  493,  quoted  in 
LTC  Gary  B.  Griffin,  The  Directed  Telescope:  A  Traditional  Element  of  Effective  Command  (Ft. 
Leavenworth:  KS,  Combat  Studies  Institute,  USACGSC,  July  1991),  36. 
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and  stated  that  the  Army  Tactical  Information  Service  was  “a  highly  valuable  instrument 
and  one  which  commanders  at  all  levels  will  soon  learn  to  appreciate.”’’  However, 
General  Eisenhower  predicted  what  would  become  the  potential  downfall  of  the  directed 
telescope  system  when  he  said  “unless  it  is  carefully  handled  it  can  become  an 
objectionable  thing,  utilizing  men  and  equipment  to  the  detriment  of  personal  relationships 
between  commanders  of  the  several  echelons.”’* 

Despite  all  the  praises  and  recommendations  for  maintaining  the  Army  Tactical 
Information  Service,  due  to  cost  and  downsizing  the  units  all  disappeared  after  World  War 
II.  As  late  as  1958,  several  serious  proposals  were  made  to  reinvent  the  units  within  the 
reserves,  but  they  were  dismissed  as  “no  longer  being  needed  on  the  modem  battlefield.”’^ 
How  quickly  the  Army  forgot  the  reason  the  formalized  system  of  directed  telescopes  was 
created.  The  lesson  learned  in  World  War  11  was  not  that  directed  telescopes  were  needed 
because  of  a  lack  of  proper  technology  to  command  and  control,  but  they  were  needed 
because  of  it. 

The  directed  telescope,  which  proved  vital  in  response  to  the  technological 
capabilities  given  maneuver  in  World  War  II,  was  perverted  in  the  Vietnam  War.  Martm 
van  Creveld  refers  to  the  inappropriate  use  of  directed  telescopes  in  Vietnam  as  the 


'^United  States  Forces,  European  Theater,  General  Board,  “Army  Tactical  Information  Service,” 
Study  no.  18  (20  November  1945),  app.  2, 2,  quoted  in  ETC  Gary  B.  GriflBn,  The  Directed  Telescope:  A 
Traditional  Element  of  Effective  Command  (Fort  Leavenworth:  Combat  Studies  Institute,  USACGSC, 
July  1991),  28. 
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“misdirected  telescope.”  The  reason  for  the  excessive  use  of  the  directed  telescope  was 
the  entrenchment  of  operational  research  and  its  focus  on  statistics,  combined  with  a 
substantial  increase  in  technology.  Analysis  became  the  watchword  for  information,  and 
technology  enabled  transmission  of  information  quickly  to  Washington  for  analysis  instead 
of  conducting  it  in  the  field.  Analysis  led  to  all  kinds  of  tables  of  information.  Kill  ratios, 
body  counts,  number  of  villages  pacified  all  became  numbers  and  served  to  guide,  or 
direct,  the  conduct  of  the  war.  So  much  information  was  required  to  form  the  statistical 
analysis,  and  the  technological  systems  existed  for  sending  it,  that  the  complete  control 
system  became  inundated  with  numerically  based  information  that  in  retrospect  told  little 
of  the  actual  conduct  of  the  war.  Vietnam  command  and  control  was  clearly  approaching 
the  maxim  presented  by  Van  Creveld  that  “the  quest  for  certainty,  in  other  words,  will 
logically  end  only  when  there  is  nothing  left  to  be  certain  about.”^®  The  quest  for  more 
information  quickly  lead  to  a  loss  of  value  in  the  military  reporting  system.  The  control 
system  had  “to  be  supplemented,  and  in  part  replaced,  by  other  forms  of  information 
gathering.”^*  Here  enters  the  misdirected  telescope. 

The  misdirected  telescope  fulfilled  the  prediction  made  by  General  Eisenhower  a 
quarter  of  a  century  earlier.  With  the  formal  control  system  completely  clogged  with 
statistical  information,  commanders  came  to  rely  relentlessly  on  the  directed  telescope  to 
get  an  appreciation  of  the  battle.  The  asymmetrical,  guerrilla-warfare  environment  of 
Vietnam  helped  ensure  that  imits  seldom  had  more  than  one  of  its  subordinate  elements  in 

^°van  Creveld,  267. 
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contact  with  the  enemy  at  any  particular  time.  This  enabled  directed  telescopes,  from  all 
levels,  to  focus  like  wolves  upon  the  company  commander  on  the  groimd.  The 
introduction  of  the  helicopter  as  a  command  and  control  platform  ensured  that  the 
misdirected  telescopes  moved  quickly  to  the  battle  area.  Helicopters  would  stack  up  in 
the  sky  over  the  battle:  the  first  level  the  battalion  commander,  the  second  the  brigade 
commander,  the  third  a  division  commander,  and  ultimately  the  field  force  commander 
above  them  all.  If  the  commanders  were  not  aboard  the  helicopter  then  representatives 
ensured  reports  were  sent  directly  to  the  higher  headquarters.  The  directed  telescope  in 
Vietnam  was  not  a  young,  capable  ofiBcer,  but  it  became  technology  itself,  the  helicopter. 
The  helicopter  became  such  a  powerful  telescope  that  they  frequently  “almost  paralyzed 
the  action  they  were  suppose  to  monitor.”^^  Vietnam  marked  the  downM  of  the  directed 
telescope  in  the  Army  because  it  had  “become  an  objectionable  thing,  utilizing  men  and 
equipment  to  the  detriment  of  personal  relationships  between  commanders  of  the  several 
echelons. 

The  institutional  importance  of  the  directed  telescope  began  its  downM  after 
World  War  II  and  Vietnam  solidified  its  position  as  an  unnecessary  means  of  gathfiring 
information.  Since,  little  has  been  done  to  resurrect  the  directed  telescope  as  a  means  to 
augment  the  formal  command  system.  Directed  telescopes  were  employed  by  both 
Central  Command  and  the  3d  Army  during  Desert  Shield  and  Storm.  Central  Command 

“Ibid.,  267. 

“Ladislas  Farago,  Pattow;  Ordeal  and  Triumph  (New  York:  Obolensky,  1964),  493,  quoted  in 
LTC  Gary  B.  Griffin,  The  Directed  Telescope:  A  Traditional  Element  of  Effective  Command  (Ft. 
Leavenworth:  KS,  Combat  Studies  Institute,  USACGSC,  July  1991),  36. 
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used  limited  directed  telescopes,  in  the  form  of  special  operational  forces,  to  monitor  the 
multinational  forces  within  the  coalition.  These  directed  telescopes  reported  directly  to 
the  Central  Command  commander  on  the  mission  capability  of  the  force  and  the 
multinational  forces  commitment  to  the  coalition.^^  This  traditional  relationship  worked 
well  because  it  overcame  both  technological  problems.  United  States  technology  was  not 
compatible  with  multinational  technology,  and  it  bonded  the  relationship  between  the 
diverse  forces. 

In  his  short  study  on  the  directed  telescope,  LTC  Griffin  finishes  with  the  question, 
“if  we  accept  the  overall  worth  of  the  directed  telescope  system  as  it  has  been  successfully 
applied  in  the  past  by  many  great  military  leaders,  what  implications  exist  for  its 
consideration  in  the  development  of  modem  command  and  control  doctrine,  or  has 
technology  finally  made  the  directed  telescope  obsolete?’^^  Much  like  World  War  II, 
technology  has  not  made  the  directed  telescope  obsolete,  but  more  important.  The  history 
of  the  directed  telescope  provides  three  reasons  for  using  a  directed  telescope  today. 

First,  commanders  need  an  informal,  personal  method  to  seek  or  clarify  information  and 
aid  in  their  decision  making  process.  The  directed  telescope  has  treiditionalfy  served  this 
role.  Second,  both  World  War  II,  as  a  positive  example,  and  Vietnam,  as  a  negative 
example,  portray  the  relevance  of  the  directed  telescope  even  as  command  and  control 
technology  increases.  Better  communications  and  computers  do  not  drive  better 

^^Brigadier  General  Robert  H.  Scales,  Jr.,  dir..  Certain  Victory:  The  US  Army  in  the  Gulf  War 
(Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  U.S.  Army  Command  and  General  Staff  College  Press,  1993),  123. 
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infomiation,  just  more  of  it.  People  inputting  the  information  determine  its  quality.  The 
directed  telescope  serves  to  provide  a  method  for  a  commander  to  get  to  the  heart  of  the 
intangible  information  he  is  seeking.  Finally,  as  the  Army  transitions  from  a  Cold  War 
focus  toward  the  Army  After  Next,  it  is  apparent  that  it  will  work  in  more  coalition-type 
operations  with  other  multinational  forces.  Bosnia,  Somalia,  and  Haiti  are  all  indicative  of 
this  trend.  Technology  between  multinational  forces  will  not  integrate,  if  for  no  other 
reason  than  most  coimtries  do  not  have  the  capability  and  money  the  United  States 
possesses  for  developing  technology.  Directed  telescopes  can  serve  to  cut  through  the 
technology  difference.  Lieutenant  Colonel  Griffin  succinctly  answers  his  own  question  too 
by  stating  “modem  commanders  and  military  theorists  can  ill  afford  to  ignore  the  time- 
honored  directed  telescope  concept  in  developing  command  systems  capable  of  meeting 
the  Army’s  AirLand  Battle— Future  command  and  control  responsibilities.”^^ 

Though  most  historical  reviews  on  the  directed  telescope  focus  on  very  high 
echelons  of  command,  the  directed  telescope  is  as  appropriate  at  battalion  level  as  at  field 
army  level  though  in  a  much  less  formal  setting  and  probably  not  as  a  fiill-time  job.  When 
a  commander  walks  into  the  tactical  operations  center  and  states,  “Someone  go  up  to  B 
Company  and  find  out  what  is  going  on  with  their  maintenance,”  is  he  not  employing  a 
directed  telescope?  Though  the  commander  can  look  at  the  maintenance  board  in  the 
tactical  operations  center  and  ascertain  that  B  Company’s  maintenance  status  on  Ml  A1 
tanks  is  50  percent  fully  mission  capable,  the  board  does  not  provide  him  the  details  why. 
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This  is  especially  true  if  the  other  companies  are  all  at  85  percent,  herein  lies  the  usefulness 
of  the  directed  telescope.  The  commander  points  the  directed  telescope  to  go  gather  fects 
and  return  with  both  information  and  observation  of  tangible  and  intangible  fectors  to 
provide  a  picture  of  what  is  going  on  in  B  Company.  The  question  is,  Whom  on  the  staff 
serves  the  role  of  the  directed  telescope? 

Finally,  the  Army  must  consider  the  authority  of  the  directed  telescope. 

Historically,  the  authority  of  the  directed  telescope  is  reflected  in  the  following  continuum 
of  command  and  control  functions  (fig.  4).^’ 
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Fig.  4.  Authority  range  of  directed  telescopes 


There  is  no  set  rule  for  the  authority  given  to  a  directed  telescope,  but  is  based 
upon  two  fectors.  First,  the  ejqierience,  training,  and  personality  of  the  directed  telescope 
which  are  usually  “specially  selected,  highly  qualified,  and  trusted  young  officers”  must  be 
considered.^*  The  second  factor  is  the  leadership  style  of  the  commander.  The  key  is  that 


^’Ibid.,  35. 
^*Ibid.,  1. 
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in  any  combination  of  these  two  fectors,  each  commander  must  heed  General 
Eisenhower’s  warning.  Van  Creveld  balances  the  authority  given  a  directed  telescope 
with  his  purpose  as  “to  enable  a  directed  telescope  to  carry  out  its  proper  function,  care 
must  be  taken  to  design  it  in  such  a  way  as  neither  to  intimidate  subordinate  commanders 
nor  to  become  an  object  of  their  contempt.”^^ 

The  danger  of  increased  technology  within  the  command  and  control  system  and  of 
a  singular  focus  on  control  is  that  the  personal  interaction  among  commanders  at  all  levels 
is  lost.  Without  this  personal  interaction,  commanders  lose  aU  means  of  assessing  the 
intangible  elements  of  a  units  character.  The  commander’s  subordinates  are  reduced  to 
machines,  whose  operations  and  functions  can  be  reported  objectively  and  numerically. 

The  increase  in  technology  within  a  tactical  operations  center  makes  the  impersonal  threat 
realistic.  “The  virtues  of  formal  communication  systems— standardization,  brevity,  and 
precision— cannot  be  denied;  those  very  virtues,  however,  also  make  such  systems  more 
subject  to  interruption  and  less  flexible  as  a  vehicle  for  original  ideas  than  their 
unchanneled,  redundant,  and  imprecise  informal  counterparts.”^®  The  directed  telescope 
enables  commanders,  at  all  levels,  to  maintain  personal  contact  with  units,  imderstand  the 
intangible  information  in  those  units,  add  detail  to  their  reports,  and  develop  relationships. 
A  complete  picture  of  the  command  and  control  process  must  include  both  the  formal 
control  system  and  the  informal  directed  telescope  system  to  support  the  command  system 
and  the  overall  command  and  control  process  (fig.  5). 

^\an  Creveld,  272. 

^®Ibid.,  273. 
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If  the  battle  captain  is  looked  at  in  the  light  of  the  command  and  control  process, 
specifically  within  the  areas  of  leadership  and  information,  several  options  arise  fi-om  the 
complete  picture  of  the  command  and  control  process.  First,  the  battle  captain  may  serve 
in  a  role  described  as  an  internally  directed  telescope  by  Colonel  Gregory  Fontenot,  a 
former  battalion  commander  during  the  Persian  Gulf  War.^'  The  internally  directed 
telescope  kept  the  staff  coordinated  and  fimctioning,  while  maintaining  open  lines  of 
communication  between  higher,  lower,  and  lateral  units.  In  this  role,  the  battle  captain  is 
simply  functioning  as  a  system  manager  focused  on  the  formal  control  system.  Second, 
the  battle  captain  may  serve  purely  as  a  directed  telescope  seeking  information  directly  for 
the  commander.  Lastly,  The  battle  captain  may  serve  as  both  the  traditionally  directed 
telescope  and  an  internally  directed  telescope  based  upon  the  commander’s  needs.  To 
narrow  the  options,  the  makeup  of  a  battalion  and  brigade  staff  needs  examination  and  the 
staff  roles  considered. 


^'Gregory  Fontenot,  Commander,  Battle  Command  Training  Program,  interview  by  author,  18 
September  1998,  Fort  Leavenworth,  KS. 
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CHAPTER  4 


BRIGADE  AND  BATTALION  STAFF 
Within  the  brigade  and  battalion  staflfe,  aU  the  Army’s  doctrinal  problems  with 
command  and  control  and  with  its  control  philosophy  accumulate.  The  brigade  and 
battalion  staffs  recognize  the  difference  between  command  and  control,  and  even  some  of 
the  problems,  but  M  to  understand  the  uniqueness  of  each  ^stem.  The  staff  exists  in  a 
contradictory  and  confusing  doctrinal  atmosphere,  with  little  or  no  training  to  take 
advantage  of  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  inherent  in  the  three  ^cific  systems  outlined 
in  the  previous  chapters.  Whether  intended  or  not,  it  is  the  brigade  and  battalion  staff 
level  in  which  the  Army  has  centralized  friction,  and  it  is  characterized  by  staff  officers 
with  little  sleep,  a  high  level  of  frustration,  and  a  tactical  operations  center  filled  with  the 
air  of  confusion. 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  staff  is  to  assist  the  commander.  Through  the  previous 
development  of  the  command  and  control  process,  with  its  three  supporting  systems— 
command,  control,  and  the  directed  telescope,  the  staff’s  primary  role  supports  the 
commander  through  the  analysis  of  raw  information.  Whether  one  calls  this  activity  the 
military  decision  making  process,  the  targeting  process,  or  the  development  of  staff 
estimates  the  results  are  the  same:  the  staff  deals  with  incoming  information,  determines 
its  effects,  and  provides  it  to  the  commander.  A  relatively  simple  exan^le  of  this  activity 
is  the  military  decision  making  process.  The  staff,  in  a  consolidated  effort,  analyzes  raw 
information  (higher  headquarters  operations  order)  and  develops  a  group  recommendation 
to  the  commander.  In  the  end,  the  tactical  operations  center  simply  supports  the  staff  with 


raw  information  through  flowing,  managing,  and  disseminating  the  information  in  order 
for  the  staff  to  do  its  job. 

None  of  this  constitutes  any  great  revision  of  Army  doctrine’s  prescriptions  on  the 
role  of  a  staff.  Field  Manual  101-5,  Staff  Organization  and  Operations,  states  that  “staff 
officers  cannot  be  just  data  collectors  and  transmitters.  They  must  have  the  ability  to 
analyze  and  clearly  articulate  information.”’  Unlike  this  thesis’  control  system  model, 
where  the  tactical  operations  center  and  noncommissioned  officers  have  the  responsibility 
to  conduct  information  management  in  support  of  the  control  system  and  the  staff  role  is 
limited  to  anafysis.  Army  staff  doctrine  contradicts  itself.  Army  staff  doctrine  does  seek  to 
make  staff  officers  purely  collectors  and  transmitters  by  making  the  staff  responsible  for 
collecting,  analyzing,  processing,  and  disseminating  all  the  information  that  comes  into  the 
headquarters.^  Army  staff  doctrine  also  tends  to  eliminate  the  noncommissioned  officers 
from  information  management.  In  other  words,  the  staff  is  responsible  for  the  vhole  of 
information  management.  This  doctrinal  responsibility  is  not  light.  By  making  the  staff 
responsible  for  reports  at  all  levels,  overlays,  maps,  and  charts,  the  Army  has  severely 
stressed  the  time  available  to  the  staff  for  conducting  analysis.  Though  there  may  be 
limited  time  available  to  the  staff  for  analysis,  during  the  conduct  of  operations  the  flow  of 
information  into  a  tactical  operations  center  can  be  burdensome.  At  a  time  when  analysis 
and  recommendations  are  most  critical,  the  staff  is  relegated  to  becoming 


‘Department  of  the  Army,  U.S.  Army  Combined  Arms  Center,  Field  Manual  101-5,  Staff 
Organizations  and  Procedures  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  USACAC,  31  May  1997),  4-5. 

^Ibid. 
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nonconmiissioned  oflBcers  and  managing  the  whole  control  system.  Any  analysis  the  staff 
may  find  time  to  do  is  a  solo  effort,  not  integrated  with  any  other  staff  ofScer.  Since  their 
inception  the  Army’s  training  centers  have  noticed  this  problem.  A  National  Training 
Center  long-term  observation  states  that  “brigade  staffe  have  diflSculty  concurrently 
planning  and  executing  missions.  Key  staff  members  are  routinely  pulled  out  of  the 
planning  process  to  resolve  issues  relating  to  the  current  fight.  This  results  in  plans  for 
subsequent  missions  that  lack  sufficient  detail.”^ 

The  Joint  Readiness  Training  Center  found  the  lack  of  noncommissioned  officer 
usage  in  the  tactical  operations  center  so  severe  that  they  initiated  a  training  study.'* 
However,  the  study’s  recommendations  missed  the  mark.  The  study.  Effective 
Employment  of  the  TOC  NCO  found  that  noncommissioned  officers  were  underutilized  in 
the  tactical  operations  center,  and  that  both  the  noncommissioned  officers  and 
commissioned  officers  were  well  aware  of  the  problem.  The  study’s  recommendations 
fixed  blame  for  the  problem  on  the  noncommissioned  officers  themselves  by 
recommending  more  training,  an  increase  in  Army  schooling  on  staff  operations  for 
noncommissioned  oflBcers,  and  better  integration  into  the  command  and  control  processes. 
The  study  failed  to  identify  the  two  main  problems:  first,  that  the  staff  did  not  understand 
the  nature  of  the  command  and  control  process,  and  second,  the  staffs  doctrinal  common 

^Department  of  the  Army,  Cento-  for  Army  Lessons  Learned,  “Trends  Analysis.4  Command  and 
Control  BOS,”  CTC  Bulletin  National  Training  Center  Trends,  2nd  Quarter  FY95  [bulletin  on-line]; 
available  from  http://call.army.mil/CALL/CTC_BULL/2NTC95/SEC2TA4B.HTM;  Internet;  accessed  15 
August  1998. 

%DM  Management  Services  Company,  JRTC  Training  Study:  Effective  Employment  of  the  TOC 
NCO  (Ft.  Polk,  LA:  JRTC,  1995). 


responsibilities  and  duties  inevitably  forced  the  staff  to  displace  the  nonconunissioned 
officers. 

The  Center  for  Army  Lessons  Learned  also  noticed  Combat  Training  Center  trends 
and  published  two  newsletters  in  an  attempt  to  correct  the  problem.  Both  missed  the  mark 
because  they  too  failed  to  identify  the  doctrinal  environment  causing  the  problem. 
Newsletter  No.  95-7,  Tactical  Operations  Center  (TOC),  identified  the  problem  as  a 
failure  of  tactical  operations  center  personnel  to  properly  perform  their  information 
management  duties.  The  Center’s  techniques  focused  on  tactics,  techniques,  and 
procedures  for  managing  information  within  the  tactical  operations  center  through  the  use 
of  noncommissioned  officers.^  Newsletter  No.  95-12,  Tactical  Decision  Making 
‘Abbreviated  Planning'  sought  only  to  cover  up  the  symptoms  of  the  true  problem  by 
teaching  stafi^  methods  to  perform  the  decision-making  process  (information  analysis) 
more  quickly  instead  of  changing  the  staff  s  common  duties  and  responsibilities.*  The 
Army  has  made  several  atten^ts  to  correct  the  long-term  problems  associated  with 
information  management,  but  in  the  end  each  failed  to  identify  the  root  cause  as  the  staffs 
lack  of  understanding  the  command  and  control  process,  combined  with  a  doctrinal 
reinforcement  of  the  staffs  confusion. 

These  root  causes  contribute  to  an  even  worse  command  and  control  failure, 
that  of  stovepiping,  or  a  failure  to  integrate  the  analytical  work  of  each  staff  section.  The 

^Department  of  the  Amy,  Cento-  for  Amy  Lessons  Learned,  Newsletter  95-7,  Tactical 
Operations  Center  (TOC)  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  CALL,  1995),  III-l  to  rV-4. 

^Department  of  the  Amy,  Center  for  Amy  Lessons  Learned,  Newsletter  95-12,  Tactical 
Decision  Making  ‘Abbreviated Planning’  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  CALL,  1995),  I-l  to  VI-1. 


63 


sharing  of  information  and  determination  of  its  relevance  to  the  unit’s  mission  is  the  last 
step  of  information  management,  but  it  is  one  that  is  seldom  conducted.  Again,  the  failure 
of  the  staff  to  integrate  their  effort  is  a  constant  command  and  control  weakness  observed 
by  the  Combat  Training  Centers.  The  staff,  already  overwhelmed  with  the  task  of 
collecting  and  handling  information,  does  not  have  the  time  to  coordinate  their  efforts. 
Major  Gary  G.  Sauer  identified  this  problem  in  a  monograph  on  battle  staff  integration  by 
stating  “as  a  result  information  becomes  stove  piped  [sic]  in  battlefield  operating 
fimctions.  There  is  no  interactive  flow  of  information,  necessary  for  the  staff  to  fimction 
as  ‘a  single,  cohesive  unit.’”’  FM  101-5,  Staff  Organization  and  Operations,  supports  the 
battlefield  operating  system  parochialism  of  the  staff.  Each  staff  member  is  treated  as  an 
individual  element,  with  separate  and  distinct  responsibilities  to  the  commander.  Each 
staff  member  is  tasked  with  “advising  the  commander  and  staff  on  capabilities,  limitations, 
requirements,  resource  availabihty  and  employment,  and  all  matters  that  deal  with  their 
area  of  interest.”*  The  manual  does  discuss  the  need  for  staff  members  to  coordinate,  but 
only  as  a  “personal  initiative,  a  spirit  of  cooperation,  and  the  general  interest  of  each  staff 
member  in  achieving  a  unified  effort.”®  Though  the  statement  is  almost  spiritual  in  nature, 
little  does  it  address  the  importance  of  integration,  the  requirement  to  integrate,  or 
techniques  for  doing  so.  Overtasked  staff,  doctrine,  and  stovepiping  combine  at  the 

^Gary  G.  Sauer,  “Battle  Staff  Int^aticm;  The  Key  to  Battle-Tracking  in  Battalion 
Command  Posts”  (Monograph,  School  of  Advanced  Military  Studies,  Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS,  1996),  17. 

^Department  of  the  Army,  U.S.  Army  Combined  Arms  Center,  Field  Manual  101-5,  Staff 
Organizations  and  Procedures  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  USACAC,  31  May  1997),  4-4. 

’ibid. 
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output  of  information  management  as  multiple,  disorganized  voices  making  separate  and 
sometimes  conflicting  recommendations  to  the  commander. 

Field  Marshall  Helmuth  von  Moltke,  attributed  with  the  development  of  the 
Prussian  general  staff  in  the  nineteenth  century,  noted  that  commanders  needed  advice  to 
make  their  decisions  and  often  the  advice  would  come  finm  the  collective  deliberation  of  a 
group.  This  group  would  comprise  both  the  staff  as  part  of  the  formal  control  system  and 
members  of  the  informal  control  system.  Mohke’s  view  was  that  the  formal  command 
system  (the  staff)  should  respond  to  the  commander  with  a  single  voice.  “Only  one 
authorized  person  may  submit  to  the  commanding  general  this  one  opinion”  or  run  this 
risk: 


If  one  surrounds  the  supreme  commander  with  a  number  of  independent  men,  the 
situation  will  worsen  both  as  their  numbers  increase  and  the  more  distinguished 
and  intelligent  they  are.  The  commander  will  hear  the  counsel  of  the  one,  then  of 
the  other.  He  will  cany  out  one  proper  measure  up  to  a  certain  point,  then  a  better 
one  in  another  direction.  Then  he  will  recognize  the  entirely  justified  objections  of 
a  third  and  the  proposals  of  a  fourth  advisor.  We  will  wager  a  hundred  to  one  that 
with  the  very  best-intentioned  measures  he  will  probably  lose  his  canq)aign.*° 

With  multiple  advisors,  the  commander  is  forced  not  only  to  make  a  decision  based 

upon  information  that  is  not  synthesized,  but  to  also  decide  which  information  to  believe 

and  when.  Moltke’s  recommendation  for  the  advisor  was  not  based  upon  rank,  but 

according  to  the  commander’s  confidence  in  the  individual.  However,  the  Army’s  choice 

to  do  this  appears  to  be  the  executive  officer,  despite  Army  doctrine  to  the  contrary, 

which  tasks  each  staff  officer  to  provide  advice  to  the  commander  on  their  own.  Staff 


'®DanieIJ.  Hughes,  ed.  Moltke  on  the  Art  of  War:  Selected  Writings  (Novato,  CA:  Presidio 
Press,  1995),  76. 


65 


operations  doctrine  is  not  very  specific,  but  it  tasks  the  executive  ofBcer  with  passing 
“pertinent  data,  information,  and  insight  from  the  staff  to  the  commander  and  fi'om  the 
commander  to  the  staff.”"  The  executive  officer  is  charged  with  the  “role  as  supervisor  of 
the  staff.”‘^  The  staff  flounder  to  define  their  roles  and  often  do  their  jobs  and  the  jobs  of 
the  noncommissioned  officers,  in  light  of  conflicting  and  poor  doctrine  and  the  lack  of 
training.  However,  it  is  the  executive  officer,  in  his  role  as  staff  supervisor,  which  sets  the 
tone  for  the  staff  support  to  the  command  and  control  process. 

Much  like  the  staff,  the  executive  officer’s  duties  and  responsibilities  are  often 
contradictory  and  overwhelming.  The  list  of  duties  and  responsibilities  within  the  staff 
organization  and  operations  manual  is  daunting.  A  cursory  look  at  the  executive  officer’s 
duties  include:  managing  the  military  decision  making  process  and  ensuring  its 
coordination  and  synchronization;  serving  as  the  tactical  operations  center  officer-in- 
charge;  supervising  the  staff’s  effort;  making  sure  that  staff  work  is  in  keeping  with  the 
commander’s  guidance  and  intent;  serving  as  the  conduit  between  the  staff  and 
commander;  maintaining  knowledge  of  all  directives,  orders  and  instructions;  rendering 
assistance  to  subordinate  commanders  and  staffs;  and  coordinating  with  special  staff. 

Many  of  these  tasks  are  constantly  occurring,  each  one  seeking  the  executive  officer’s 
attention  and  time  simultaneously.  The  executive  officer  must  prioritize  his 
responsibilities,  but  instead  he  normally  delegates  some  of  his  responsibilities  to  other  staff 
officers.  In  practice  the  military  decision  making  process  is  turned  over  to  the  S3,  thus 

"FM  101-5, 4-2. 

'^id. 
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sacrificing  the  executive  officer’s  responsibility  for  supervising  both  the  staff  and  the 
planning  process.  The  results  as  compiled  by  the  Combat  Training  Centers  are  plans  that 
focus  on  operations,  but  are  not  supportable  by  the  other  staff  elements.  Additionally,  the 
executive  officer’s  tactical  operations  center  duties  are  often  turned  over  to  either  the  S3 
or  the  battle  captain.  This  too  sacrifices  staff  supervision  responsibilities  because  many 
coordinating  and  special  staff  officers  work  within  the  tactical  operations  center.  In  the 
end,  the  executive  officer  culls  down  his  responsibilities  to  a  reasonable  amoimt,  and  they 
are  normally  focused  on  the  commander’s  wishes.  The  Commander ’s  Battle  Staff 
Handbook:  An  Introduction  to  Staff  Functional  Area  Duties  for  New  Battalion  Staff 
Officers  clearly  states  that  an  executive  officer  needs  to  know  how  a  commander  intends 
to  use  him.*^ 

Often,  the  executive  officer’s  two  primary  duties  designated  or  implied  by  the 
commander  are  as  second  in  command  and  as  a  directed  telescope.  Both  the  Army  and 
commanders  view  the  second  in  command  responsibilities  as  relatively  simple.  The 
Commander’s  Battle  Staff  Handbook:  An  Introduction  to  Staff  Functional  Area  Duties 
for  New  Battalion  Staff  Officers  only  provides  passing  mention  of  the  duty,  stating  that 
“as  the  battalion’s  ‘chief  of  staff,  and  2IC  [second  in  command],  he  [executive  officer] 
must  be  prepared  to  assume  the  duties  of  the  commander  at  any  time.”*'*  The  handbook 
assumes  that  as  the  executive  officer  fulfills  his  supervisory  responsibilities  for  the  staff 

’^Department  of  the  Army,  Office  of  the  Dq)uty  Chief  of  Staff  for  Personnel,  Research  Product 
94-02,  The  Commander's  Battle  Staff  Handbook:  An  Introduction  to  Staff  Functional  Area  Duties  for 
New  Battalion  Staff  Officers  (Alexandria,  VA:  ARI,  1993),  v. 

’“Ibid.,  A-10. 
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and  the  formal  control  system,  he  will  gain  a  clear  imderstanding  of  the  complete 
command,  the  intangible  aspects  of  the  unit  and  its  subordinates,  and  bypass  the  friction 
induced  when  staff  officers  are  presenting  information  directly  to  the  commander.  To 
meet  the  second  in  command  responsibility  requires  personal  initiative  on  the  part  of  the 
executive  officer  and  becomes  a  significant  additional  duty  demanding  the  executive 
officer’s  time.  The  executive  officer  is  once  again  pulled  in  another  direction. 

Responsibility  as  second  in  command,  combined  with  the  lack  of  a  dedicated 
directed  telescope  within  doctrine  and  organization,  places  a  second  traditional,  and 
unwritten  responsibility  upon  the  executive  officer.  The  executive  officer  becomes  the 
part-time  directed  telescope  for  the  commander.  Executive  officers  become  the 
troubleshooters  in  the  unit.  The  commander  sends  the  executive  officer  to  subordinate 
units  to  ascertain  the  intangible  infr)rmation  the  commander  needs  to  assess  the  sterile  and 
direct  information  fr’om  the  formal  system.  The  staff  operations  manual  charges  the 
executive  officer  with  the  directed  telescope  role  by  stating  that  the  executive  officer 
“helps  the  commander  control  subordinate  units  in  their  preparing  for  future  employment. 
He  [executive  officer]  monitors  their  combat  readiness  status  and  directs  actions  which 
posture  subordinate  units  for  use  by  the  commander.”*^  Though  the  Army,  after  Vietnam, 
may  have  eliminated  the  directed  telescope,  the  directed  telescope  still  lives  because 
commanders  will  always  require  intangible  informatioa  It  is  the  executive  officer  who 
pays  the  price  in  loss  of  time  and  deviation  from  his  staff  supervisory  responsibilities. 


*^FM  101-5, 4-2. 
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Finalfy,  to  add  to  the  burden  upon  the  exeeutive  officer,  the  Army  has  streamlined 
organizations  and  reduced  the  size  of  units  in  response  to  dwindling  resources  and  the 
shift  fi-om  Cold  War  containment  policy  toward  the  Army  After  Next.  In  a  time  of  Cold 
War  and  nuclear  threat,  units,  down  to  company  level,  were  organized  as  self-sufficient 
packages.  A  company  commander  maintained  assets  above  and  beyond  the  basic 
warfighting  element.  A  conpany  commander  had  supply  sections,  maintenance  sections, 
mess  sections,  and  other  support  elements  for  the  warfighters,  but  these  support  elements 
have  since  been  consolidated  at  battalion  level,  and  in  some  cases,  such  as  mess  sections, 
to  brigade  level.  This  is  an  excellent  visual  example  of  the  army’s  choice  in  centralizing 
fiiction  within  one  level.  Logistical  concerns  were  shared  by  commanders  at  aU  levels 
with  each  echelon  working  to  fix  problems  and  create  solutions  that  were  focused  upon 
their  immediate  and  long-term  needs,  but  now  the  problems  have  all  gravitated  to  the 
battalion.  The  executive  officer  consequently  spends  greater  amounts  of  time  as  a  directed 
telescope  by  dealing  with  logistic  issues  in  the  unit. 

As  in  the  case  of  the  staffi  Army  doctrine  and  philosophy  conspired  against  the 
executive  officer  by  shifting  his  focus  away  fi’om  the  control  system  and  more  toward  the 
second  in  command  and  directed  telescope  roles.  Herein  lies  the  battle  captain.  The  battle 
captain  was  created  in  response  to  the  loss  of  executive  officer  focus  on  supervision  of  the 
tactical  operations  center,  the  formal  control  system,  and  the  staff.  The  Center  for  Army 
Lessons  Learned,  Newsletter  No.  95-7,  Tactical  Operations  Center  (TOC),  summarizes 
why  battle  captains  developed  at  unit  level. 


69 


The  role  of  the  battle  captain  is  similar  to  that  of  the  XO  [executive  oflScer].  The 
battle  captain  assists  the  XO  in  synchronizing  and  coordinating  the  staffs  effort. 
The  distinction  between  the  two  individuals  lies  in  their  level  of  experience. 

During  the  battle,  synchronizing  and  coordinating  the  staff  is  normally  best  served 
by  the  XO.  During  the  preparation  phase,  the  battle  captain  can  normally  fulfill 
these  duties.  Experience  at  the  CTCs  [combat  training  centers]  shows  that  during 
the  battle,  the  battle  captain  should  focus  his  efforts  on  supervising  the  soldiers 
within  the  S3  operations  cell,  rather  than  synchronizing  the  efforts  of  other  staff 
members.** 

Units  created  an  assistant  executive  officer  in  response  to  the  ever-increasing  and 
diversifying  duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  executive  officer,  but  an  assistant  executive 
officer  that  must  be  prepared  to  shift  alliances  back  to  the  S3  during  mission  execution. 

A  chart  contained  in  the  Tactical  Operations  Center  (TOC)  newsletter  summarizes 
the  lack  of  a  staff  s  focused  effort  in  the  formal  control  process.  Though  the  chart  in 

figure  6  does  not  demonstrate  the  total  of  the  problem  among  the  whole  staff  its  snapshot 
of  the  operations  section  does  demonstrate  the  lack  of  clear  duties  and  responsibilities 
between  individuals  and  the  battle  captain  as  an  assistant  executive  officer. 

Both  the  Army  and  operational  units  have  perpetuated  their  stop-gap  approach  to 
correcting  command  and  control  issues  by  instituting  new  and  unlinked  systems, 
checklists,  and  processes.  Instead  of  identifying  the  root  causes  of  command  and  control 
problems,  the  army  has  thrown  solutions  against  the  mere  symptoms  of  the  overriding 
doctrinal  and  philosophical  problems.  The  control  philosophy,  contradictory  command 
and  control  doctrine,  and  stop-gap  solutions  collide  at  the  battalion  and  brigade  levels  of 


‘*CALL  Newsletter  95-7,  III-2. 
’^Ibid,  III-3. 


70 


DUTYPOSPTION] 

TOC  FUNCTION 

xo 

BATTLE 

CPT 

(CAPTAIN) 

OPS 

NCO/ 

STAFF 

NCO 

RTO 

CLERK/ 

TYPIST 

RECEIVE  INFORMATION: 

MONITOR  SITUATION 

X 

X 

RECEIVE  MESSAGES/REPORTS 

MAINTAIN  JOURNAL 

UPDATE  POST  UNIT  LOCATIONS 

UPDATE  STATUS  BOARDS/CHARTS 

DISTRIBUTE  INFORMATION 

■■lllllllllllll 

imu 

SUBMIT  REPORTS 

X 

X 

X 

PUBLISH  ORDERS 

X 

X 

X 

PASS  MESSAGES/REPORTS  WITHIN  TOC 

X 

X 

X 

X 

ANALYZE  INFORMATION 

REVIEW  IN/OUT  GOING  REPORTS/ORDERS 

X 

X 

X 

CONDUCT  PREDICTIVE  ANALYSIS 

X 

X 

X 

IDENTIFY  CCIR 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

CONDUCT TDMP 

X 

X 

X 

SERVE  AS  RECORDERS 

X 

X 

X 

DEVELOP  TERRAIN  SKETCHES 

X 

X 

PREPARE  CHARTS  AND 

X 

X 

OVERLAYS 

MAKE  RECOMMENDATIONS  TO  THE 

X 

X 

X 

COMMANDER 

INTEGRATE/SYNCHRONIZE  RESOURCES 

X 

X 

Fig.  6.  Conparison  of  duties 


operation.  The  result  is  an  unfocused,  untrained  staff  atten:q)ting  to  do  everything  and 

everyone  else’s  job,  while  living  at  the  central  point  of  consolidated  friction. 

The  problems  with  the  staff  are  not  correctable  without  a  complete  review  and 

revision  of  Army  command  philosophy  and  doctrine.  Conditions  must  be  established  to 

integrate  the  staff  and  develop  what  Dr.  Joseph  Olmstetid  referred  to  as  “teamness”  in  a 

research  study  on  battle  staff  integration.  Dr.  Ohnstead  defines  the  necessary 

organizational  conditions  for  integration  and  teamwork  as: 

1)  a  clear  role  system,  2)  common  superordinate  goals,  3)  reward  system  for 
teamwork  and  4)  a  stable  and  efficient  organizational  system.  Necessary 
organizational  conditions  are  conducive  to  the  growth  of  cohesion  and  teamwork 
within  a  battle  staff.  These  conditions  establish  an  organizational  culture  which 
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fosters  xmity  and  effective  operations.  A  clear  role  system  exists  when  “each 
member  of  the  battle  staff  knows  both  his  role  and  those  of  other  members.”’* 

The  current  command  and  control  conditions  found  within  brigade  and  battalion  tactical 

operations  centers  are  in  direct  violation  of  the  principles  laid  out  by  Dr.  Olmstead. 

Without  appropriate  change  the  conditions  for  teamwork  will  not  exist. 

The  impact  upon  the  battle  captain  is  yet  more  extensive.  On  the  unit 

organizational  documents  and  in  garrison,  the  battle  captain  is  an  assistant  S3,  operations 

officer.  In  the  field,  the  battle  captain  is  an  assistant  executive  officer,  unless  actual 

operations  are  occurring,  when  he  reverts  to  become  the  assistant  operations  officer. 

Hardly  does  the  battle  captain  meet  Olmstead’s  requirement  for  a  clear  role.  The  role  of 

the  battle  captain  must  be  looked  at  in  light  of  two  command  and  control  processes:  first, 

the  current  situation  within  the  Army  command  and  control  system,  and  second,  the  true 

nature  of  the  command  and  control  process.  Looking  at  both  venues  will  provide  the 

usefulness  of  the  battle  captain  today,  and  in  the  future. 


’*Joseph  A.  Olmstead,  Battle  Staff  Integration  (Alexandria,  VA:  Institute  for  Defense  Analysis, 
1992),  VI-6,  (^oted  in  Gary  G.  Sauer,  “Battle  Staff  Integration;  The  Key  to  Battle-Tracking  in  Battalion 
Command  Posts”  (Monograph,  School  of  Advanced  Military  Studies,  Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS,  1996),  17. 
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CHAPTER  5 


CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Today,  an  overwhelmed  staff,  overwhelmed  commander,  and  the  clear  failure  to 
control  information  characterize  the  situation  within  brigade  and  battalion  tactical 
operations  centers.  Since  World  War  II,  Army  command  and  control  philosophy 
developed  doctrine  that  focused  on  control  and  dehumanized  the  fundamental  human 
nature  of  command  and  control.  Systems,  processes,  and  computers  contributed  to  a 
sterile  mechanical  environment,  combined  with  a  feilure  to  train  the  staff  on  command  and 
control,  led  to  an  overwhelmed  staff,  burdened  control  system,  and  unclear  roles  to 
support  the  command  and  control  process.  The  Army  failed  to  integrate  mechanical 
systems  and  procedures  into  the  tactical  operations  center,  instead  it  allowed  them  to 
become  the  primary  basis  of  command  and  control.  The  staff  and  commander  became 
subordinated  to  technological  control  tools. 

The  introduction  of  battle  captains  into  brigade  and  battalion  tactical  operations 
centers  was  a  symptom  of  the  impact  that  Army  doctrine  and  control  philosophy  had  at 
the  lower  levels  of  command  and  control.  The  battle  captain  became  a  stop-gap  measure, 
instituted  at  the  unit  level,  to  counter  the  increased  problems  associated  with  a  lack  of  staff 
traming,  doctrinal  contradictions,  and  the  increase  of  information  and  technology  in  the 
tactical  operations  center.  The  battle  captain  mitigated  the  loss  of  the  executive  officer 
within  the  control  system  when  the  executive  officer’s  threefold  duties— coordinator  and 
integrator  of  the  staff,  second-in-command,  and  directed  telescope-left  a  void  in 
synchronizing  the  control  system  to  support  the  commander. 
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The  lack  of  brigade  and  battalion  staff  functional  area  training,  combined  with  the 
effects  of  increased  information  through  technology,  onfy  served  to  highlight  the 
supervision  void  left  in  the  control  system.  Commanders  found  themselves  doing  many  of 
the  coordination  and  integration  responsibilities  that  the  executive  ofScer  was  tasked  to 
do.  Under  these  conditions,  it  is  clear  how  a  commander  may  see  the  necessity  for  an 
internal^  directed  telescope.  The  commander  knew  he  needed  to  focus  on  command,  but 
had  no  one  to  supervise  the  staff  effort.  However,  the  operations  officer,  as  the  second 
major  in  the  unit,  provided  some  relief  to  the  commander,  but  the  operations  officer’s 
focus  on  operational  issues  ftiiled  to  provide  him  adequate  time  to  coordinate  the  staff  and 
develop  integrated  recommendations.  The  assistant  operations  officer  or  S3  air 
subsequent^  inherited  the  job  and  the  battle  captain  was  bom.  The  battle  captain  would 
appear  to  solve  many  of  the  control  system  problems.  The  battle  captain  released  the 
operations  officer  and  commander  to  return  to  their  doctrinal  duties,  he  enabled  the 
executive  officer  to  concentrate  on  the  second-in-command  and  directed  telescope 
functions,  and  he  jnrovided  a  sense  of  continuity  and  coordination  within  the  tactical 
operations  center.  However,  the  fix  created  its  own  subset  of  problems,  as  stop-gap 
measures  often  do. 

First,  the  linkage  between  the  executive  officer  and  the  battle  c^tain  could  not  be 
escaped.  The  battle  captain  was  attending  to  many  of  the  doctrinal  responsibilities  of  the 
executive  officer,  but  seldom  had  the  authority  to  perform  them.  The  battle  captain 
position  was  much  like  that  of  the  other  staff  members;  he  was  their  peer,  but  not  a 
primary  staff  member.  Unless  he  developed  the  respect  for  his  position  among  the  other 
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staff  members,  the  battle  captain  was  unlikely  to  develop  any  coordination  and  integration 
among  the  staff.  Instead,  the  staff  would  look  toward  the  other  field  grade  officer  within 
the  staff,  the  operations  officer,  to  perform  this  role.  The  staff  sought  experience,  which 
could  not  be  found  in  the  battle  captain  because  he  seldom  had  more  ejqjerience  than  did 
the  other  staff  officers.  The  feet  that  the  operations  officer  was  already  busy  and  could 
only  partially  serve  to  coordinate  and  integrate  the  staffi  combined  with  the  lack  of 
authority  on  the  part  of  the  battle  captain,  only  served  to  give  the  impression  that  staff 
coordination  and  synchroni2ation  was  occurring.  In  reality  it  was  not,  and  the  combat 
training  centers  constantly  highlight  this  problem. 

The  next  problem  is  that  the  battle  captain  carries  even  less  weight  when  dealing 
with  the  operations  officer.  In  everything  but  tactical  operations,  the  operations  officer  is 
the  battle  captain’s  rater.  This  situation  is  further  aggravated  by  the  unclear  position  of 
the  battle  captain  as  a  compensator  for  the  absence  of  the  executive  officer’s  role.  The 
duty  of  the  battle  captain  to  “assist  the  XO  [executive  officer]  in  synchronizing  and 
coordinating  the  staff’s  effort”'  makes  the  battle  captain  an  assistant  executive  officer. 
However,  the  document  most  often  referred  to  as  a  reference  for  battle  captains.  Center 
for  Army  Lessons  Learned  Newsletter  95-7,  Tactical  Operations  Center  (TOC)  states  that 
when  the  executive  officer  is  in  the  tactical  operations  center  “the  battle  captain  should 
focus  his  efforts  on  supervising  the  soldiers  within  the  S3  operations  cell,  rather  than 


‘Department  of  the  Army,  Center  for  Army  Lessons  Learned,  Newsletter  95-7,  Tactical 
Operations  Center  (TOC),  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  CALL,  1995),  III-2. 
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synchronizing  the  efforts  of  other  staff  naembers.”^  The  battle  captain  is  not  in  a  position 
to  question  or  mit^ate  differences  between  the  operations  officer  and  the  other  staff 
members  because  one  minute  the  battle  captain  is  an  assistant  executive  officer  and  the 
next  an  assistant  operations  officer. 

There  is  one  common  theme  among  articles  and  nondoctrinal  publications 
addressing  the  battle  captain’s  role.  This  one  theme  may  prove  the  most  useful  to 
battalion  and  brigade  tactical  operations  centers.  The  Center  for  Army  Lessons  Learned 
characterizes  these  as  additional  battle  captain  duties  of  “supervising  the  efforts  of  staff 
NCO’s  [noncommissioned  officers]  within  the  S3  section;  conducting  analysis  and 
assessment  of  available  information;  assisting  in  the  review  and  dissemination  of 
information  within  the  TOC  [tactical  operations  center];  assisting  in  monitoring  the 
location  and  activities  of  friendfy  units;  serves  as  the  TOC  OIC  [tactical  operations  center 
officer-in-charge]  diiring  the  absence  of  field  grade  officers.”^ 

These  roles  do  not  carry  the  prec^hant  problems  of  authority  and  lack  of  a  clearly  defined 
battle  captain  role.  It  does  provide  the  battle  captain  with  responsibilities  toward  tl^ 
control  system  in  general,  while  supporting  the  executive  officer’s  duties  and  the  staff. 

The  other  advantages  to  an  information  focused  role  for  the  battle  captain  is  the  release  of 
other  staff  members  fi’om  the  collection,  dissemination,  and  reporting  duties  that  detract 
fi’om  their  anal}^ical  support  to  the  commander.  This  role  also  provides  the  central  point 
for  focusing  the  integration  of  additional  information  gathering  technology  into  the 


^Ibid. 

^Ibid. 
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command  and  control  system.  FinaUy,  it  places  an  officer  in  a  position  to  control  and 
focus  the  abundance  of  information  coming  into  the  tactical  operations  center.  Under  the 
current  command  and  control  system,  it  is  the  role  of  a  battle  captain,  as  an  information 
systems  manager,  that  makes  him  useful  to  brigade  and  battalion  tactical  operations 
centers.  Now  and  in  the  foture  of  near  real-time  information,  the  commander  can  use  the 
battle  captain  to  manage  information  and  support  staff  analysis,  instead  of  coordinating 
and  integrating  the  staff.  The  role  of  assisting  the  executive  officer  in  coordination  and 
synchronization  of  the  staff  only  serves  to  misdirect  the  potential  advantages  of  an 
information  manager.  The  battle  captain  provides  the  supervision,  coordination,  and 
integration  of  the  noncommissioned  officers  and  enlisted  personnel  within  the  tactical 
operations  center.  The  battle  captain  focuses  their  efforts  through  a  complete 
understanding  of  the  commander’s  guidance,  intent,  and  leadership  style.  He  monitors  the 
tools  and  technology  in  the  tactical  operations  center  to  provide  continuity  and  control  of 
information.  The  battle  captain’s  experience,  though  limited,  enables  him  to  decide,  not 
the  importance  of  information,  but  only  which  staff  members  need  it  in  order  to  perform 
analysis.  Though  the  battle  captain  has  a  warrior  name,  his  usefiilness  lies  in  the  skills  of  a 
systems  manager.  The  battle  captain  is  the  chief  information  management  officer. 

At  this  point,  it  would  be  appropriate  to  outline  the  training,  duties,  and 
responsibilities  for  the  chief  information  management  officer,  but  retitUng  and  focusing  the 
efforts  of  the  battle  captain  only  serve  to  support  the  stop-gap  purpose  for  which  he  was 
created.  His  role  may  be  clearer,  his  authority  clarified,  and  his  responsibilities  narrowed; 
however,  his  full  advantages  cannot  be  tapped,  nor  training  and  duties  narrowed,  in  light 
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of  the  lack  of  training  given  other  staff  positions  since  staff  functional  area  training 
removal  from  ofBcer  advanced  course  programs  of  instruction  in  1974/  The  chief 
information  management  officer  must  be  looked  at  in  relation  to  doctrinal  and 
philosophical  corrections  necessary  within  the  command  and  control  system  to  attack  the 
actual  root  causes  of  the  current  command  and  control  problems.  The  chief  information 
management  officer  does  assist  with  reducing  the  multiple  tasks  and  the  heavy  workload 
doctrinalfy  placed  on  staff  members,  and  he  takes  the  first  steps  toward  reducing  the 
executive  officer’s  multiple  tasks.  However,  by  assuming  the  tactical  operations  center 
officer-in-charge  duties  and  managing  information,  the  chief  information  management 
officer  does  not  provide  the  commander  the  intangible  information  to  supplement  the 
formal  information  under  the  chief  information  management  officer’s  purview. 

To  refocus  the  executive  officer  on  the  coordination  and  integration  of  the  staff 
and  serving  as  the  single  voice  between  the  commander  and  the  staff,  the  executive  officer 
needs  to  reduce,  or  eliminate,  the  directed  telescope  and  second-in-command 
responsibilities  which  draw  upon  his  attention.  Admittedly,  both  by  position  and  rank,  the 
responsibility  of  second-in-command  cannot  be  eliminated.  The  rededication  of  the 
executive  officer,  as  the  single  voice  between  the  staff  and  the  commander,  does  reduce 
the  draw  on  the  executive  officer’s  time  to  perform  the  second-in-command  role.  The 
commander  and  executive  ofBcer  are  positioned  to  clearly  communicate  and  share 
information.  Commanders  must  assume  responsibility  to  inform  the  executive  officer  of 

^Dqjartment  of  the  Army,  OflSce  of  the  Dqjuty  Chief  of  Staff  for  Personnel,  Research  Product 
94-02,  The  Commander's  Battle  Stcff  Handbook:  An  Introduction  to  Staff  Functional  Area  Duties  for 
New  Battalion  Staff  Officers  (Alexandria,  VA:  ARI,  1993),  v. 
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information  received  from  the  commander’s  directed  telescopes.  The  refocusing  of  the 
executive  ofScer  onto  the  formal  control  system  then  hinges  on  the  elimination  of  his  role 
as  a  directed  telescope. 

In  order  to  release  the  executive  officer  from  directed  telescope  duties,  the 
commander  must  find  other  personnel  capable  of  the  role.  The  ^plication  of  the  strategic 
and  operational  concept  of  a  formal  directed  telescope  to  the  tactical  level  would  require 
additional  investigation,  but  current  battalion  and  brigade  commanders  do  have  personnel 
available  and  tasked  with  providing  direct  information  to  the  commander  on  intangible 
information.  These  are  the  personal  staff  members.  The  unit’s  chaplain,  command 
sergeant  major,  and  medical  officer  are  not  only  trained  to  observe  the  unit’s  morale  and 
cohesion,  but  in  the  course  of  their  duties  they  do  not  carry  the  rank  intimidation  fector 
that  a  subordinate  may  associate  with  the  executive  officer.  In  other  words,  soldiers  and 
subordinate  commanders  are  more  likely  to  talk  openly  with  the  personal  staff  than  other 
members  of  the  command  group.  Since  chaplains,  command  sergeants  major,  and  medical 
officers  have  freedom  of  movement  within  the  unit,  and  are  already  trained  in  assessing 
personal  and  intangible  frictors,  only  minimal  training  is  required  for  them  to  serve  as 
directed  telescopes  toward  tactical  ends;  even  less  so  in  the  case  of  the  command  sergeant 
major.  The  executive  officer  is  released  from  the  directed  telescope  role. 

The  refocusing  of  the  executive  officer  to  the  integration  and  coordination  of  the 
staff  offers  great  impact  on  the  overall  quality  and  capability  of  the  formal  control  system 
to  support  the  commander  with  accurate  information  and  recommendations  about  himself, 
the  enemy,  and  the  environment.  The  executive  officer  becomes  the  supervisor  of  the 
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fonnal  control  system.  He  supervises  the  chief  information  management  officer  to  ensure 
that  the  information  management  system  categories  of  information  flow,  handling,  and 
dissemination  support  the  staffs  responsibility  of  analysis.  The  executive  officer 
supervises  the  staffs  analysis,  coordination,  and  integration  to  determine  its  overall 
relevance  to  the  unit  and  the  mission.  Whether  this  is  done  through  separate  staff 
estimates,  the  military  decision  making  process,  or  targeting  boards,  the  executive  officer 
accomplishes  his  formal  control  system  functions  through  his  higher  level  of  experience, 
clear  understanding  of  the  commander’s  guidance  and  intent,  and  a  clear  grasp  of  the 
command  and  control  process.  Finally,  the  executive  officer  takes  the  staffs 
recommendations,  filters  it  through  the  commander’s  critical  information  requirements, 
and  provides  the  single  staff  voice  to  the  commander. 

The  commander  is  no  longer  left  to  decide  which  staff  member  to  believe,  and 
when,  but  only  needs  to  balance  the  formal  information  with  input  fi'om  the  informal 
control  system  to  reach  his  decisions.  The  commander  personally  controls  the  informal 
control  system  and  employs  directed  telescopes  to  provide  the  him  with  intangible 
information  about  his  unit,  while  the  executive  officer  supervises  the  formal  control  system 
to  provide  the  commander  with  information  and  assist  with  the  implementation  of  the 
commander’s  decisions.  A  command  and  control  system,  truly  focused  upon  the  needs  of 
the  commander,  develops.  It  is  a  command  and  control  process  in  which  the  commander’s 
leadership  and  decisions  are  the  focus.  The  establishment  of  unique  and  purposeful 
systems  within  the  command  and  control  process  provides  for  a  balance  of  each  system’s 
strengths  and  weaknesses,  enables  the  commander  to  place  purpose  over  process,  and 
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allows  each  member  to  focus  on  their  specific  role  in  each  system.  Figure  7  represents  the 
complete  command  and  control  process. 


Fig.  7.  The  Complete  Command  and  Control  Process 


The  first  step  in  clarifying  the  command  and  control  process  is  a  conqilete  review 
of  Army  doctrine.  The  stop-gap  solutions  the  Army  implemented  to  correct  perceived 
deficiencies  resuhed  in  a  disjointed  and  contradictory  set  of  doctrines.  New  doctrine  that: 
presents  the  three  direct  systems  within  command  and  control  process,  recognizes  the 
fimctions  and  makeup  of  the  systems,  gives  the  purpose  of  each  system,  presents  the 
strengths  and  weaknesses  of  each  system,  and  defines  staff  member  support  roles  will 
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provide  the  foundation  for  developing  stafi^  with  a  clear  understanding  of  command  and 
control  Doctrine  must  focus  first  on  the  commander  as  the  reason  for  the  command  and 
control  process,  while  maintaining  the  human  aspect  through  primaiy  discussion  of  the 
system  based  upon  the  staff  members  operating  it.  Checklists  and  processes  must  serve 
onfy  as  tools  for  the  staff  to  achieve  their  purpose.  Finally,  doctrine  must  seek  to  integrate 
technology  into  the  whole  process,  not  tailor  the  process  to  technology. 

Doctrine  must  account  for  the  unique  position  of  the  chief  information 
management  officer.  By  maintaining  the  assistant  operations  officer  in  the  chief 
information  management  officer  position,  the  unclear  role  and  lack  of  authority  issues 
remain.  The  chief  information  management  officer  should  work  directly  for  the  executive 
officer  to  solidify  the  position  of  information  management  as  a  direct  supporting  element 
of  the  formal  control  i^enL  This  position  dictates  a  separate  and  unique  staff  position, 
thus  placing  the  chief  information  officer  on  an  equal  footing  with  the  otl^r  staff  sections 
and  clarifying  his  role  within  the  control  system.  However,  the  officer  must  be  the  same 
branch  as  the  combat  arms  unit  to  ensure  he  has  the  technical  and  tactical  background  to 
properly  disseminate  the  information  to  the  staff  and  interact  with  subordinate  units.  The 
tactical  duties  of  the  staff  position  would  solely  focus  on  information  management,  while 
the  chief  information  management  officer’s  garrison  duties  would  be  that  of  assistant 
executive  officer,  but  clearly  centered  around  maintaining  the  tactical  operatbns  center 
capabilities  and  garrison  management  of  information. 

Finalfy,  doctrine  must  address  the  relationship  of  the  noncommissioned  officers  and 
enlisted  personnel  to  the  chief  information  management  officer.  Most  of  the 
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noncommissioned  officers  and  enlisted  personnel,  within  the  tactical  operations  center  that 
focus  on  information,  are  assigned  to  the  operations  section.  However,  these  personnel 
must  fall  under  the  control  of  the  chief  information  management  officer  in  order  for  the 
chief  information  management  officer  to  provide  the  supervision,  coordination,  and 
integration  of  effort  to  manage  information.  Only  those  personnel  directly  associated  with 
the  information  management  function  would  &11  under  the  chief  information  management 
officer’s  control.  Both  the  staff  position  of  the  chief  information  management  officer  and 
operational  control  of  personnel  will  be  necessary  as  the  Anr^  continues  its  drive  toward 
“knowledge  and  speed.”  The  shear  intensity  of  information  that  digital  technology 
systems  promise  will  require  a  concerted  and  coordinated  information  management  effort. 

Once  doctrine  is  revised,  the  Army  must  correct  the  ongoing,  quarter-century 
deficiency  in  training  officers  to  serve  on  battalion  and  brigade  staf&.  Each  staff  officer 
must  understand  not  only  their  responsibilities  within  the  command  and  control  process, 
but  the  relationship  of  their  role  to  others.^  Officers  will  inculcate  the  command  and 
control  process  while  gaining  a  thorough  understanding  of  each  systems  strengths  and 
weaknesses. 

The  mission  of  the  Combined  Arms  and  Services  Staff  School  “is  to  train  officers 
from  the  active  and  reserve  conponents  to  fimction  as  staff  officers  with  the  Army  in  the 
field”  and  provides  the  most  appropriate  venue  for  training  junior  cq)tains  to  assume 


^Joseph  A.  Olmstead,  Battle  Staff Integration  (Alexandria,  VA:  Institute  for  Defuse  Analysis, 
1992),  VI-6.,  quoted  in  Gary  G.  Sauer,  ‘TBattle  Staff  Integration:  The  to  Battle-Tracking  in  Battalion 

Command  Posts”  (monograph.  School  of  Advanced  Military  Studies,  Ft.  Leavenwwth,  KS,  1996),  40. 
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battalion  staff  positions.®  However,  the  school’s  current  program  of  instruction  offers 
only  generic  staff  officer’s  skills,  with  no  instruction  on  the  command  and  control  process 
or  specific  staff  duties.’ 


Fig.  8.  Combined  Arms  and  Services  Staff  School  program  of  instruction 


^.S.  Army  Command  and  General  Staff  School,  Combined  Arms  and  Sarvices  Staff  School, 
Commander’s  Brief,  [briefing  on-line]  (Ft.  Leavenworfli,  KS:  CASS,  accessed  5  February,  1999); 
available  fi'om  http://\vww-cgsc.army.mil/cas3/cmdbrf;  Intonet. 

^Ibid. 
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A  program  of  instruction  to  support  the  command  and  control  doctrine  would 
include  training  on  the  command  and  control  process  and  specific  staff  roles  (including 
chief  information  management  officer).  To  accommodate  those  officers  that  previously 
attended  the  Combined  Arms  and  Services  Staff  School,  prior  to  the  program  of 
instruction  change,  specific  training  on  the  command  and  control  process  and  executive 
officer  responsibilities  would  require  incorporation  into  the  Command  and  General  Staff 
Officer’s  Course.  If  the  Army  can  afford  to  invest  a  year  of  training  to  prepare  majors  to 
perform  division  and  corps  level  staff  operations,  it  needs  to  consider  a  significant  increase 
in  preparing  captains  and  senior  first  lieutenants  for  battalion  and  brigade  staff. 

The  risks  of  not  refocusing  Army  doctrine  and  training  are  the  perpetuation  of  the 
Army’s  control  philosophy.  Mure  to  integrate  technology  into  command  and  control,  and 
complete  destruction  of  information  management  capabilities  within  the  tactical  operations 
center.  The  flow  of  information  into  the  battalion  and  brigade  tactical  operations  centers 
will  constitute  a  repetition  of  the  “quantity  versus  quality”  failure  of  the  command  system 
in  Vietnam  that  led  to  the  misdirected  telescope.  The  current  Force  XXI  and  Army  After 
Next  concepts  make  this  risk  real. 

The  draft  version  of  Field  Manual  100-5,  Operations,  does  address  the  proper 
position  for  control  by  stating  “control  is  a  process  by  which  a  commander,  assisted  by  his 
staff,  organizes,  directs,  and  coordinates  the  activities  of  the  forces  allocated  to  him.”* 

The  manual  goes  even  fiuther  by  making  the  mechanical  and  procedural  tools  subordinate 


*Dq)artment  of  the  Army,  Command  and  General  Staff  College.  FM  100-5,  “Operations”  (Initial 
Draft)  (Ft.  Leavenworth,  KS:  USACGSC,  4  April  1997),  III-1-9. 
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to  the  human  side  of  command  and  control,  stating  “the  commander  and  his  staff  enq)loy 

common  doctrine  and  use  standardized  procedures  in  conjunction  with  the  equipment, 

communications,  and  information  systems  available.”^  The  draft  operations  manual  does 

plant  the  seed  for  a  philosophical  command  and  control  change  in  the  Army,  However, 

Force  XXI  and  Anny  After  Next  conceptual  development  and  implementation  completely 

opposes  the  draft  operation  manual’s  doctrine,  focusing  instead  on  technology.  When 

studies,  like  that  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Army  Research  Institute  for  the  Behavioral  and 

Social  Sciences  on  Enhance  Performance  in  Light  Infantry  Digital  Tactical  Operations 

Centers,  are  conducted,  after  the  fact,  to  “access  whether  current  digitization  efforts  for 

light  forces  are  addressing  the  specific  needs  of  light  forces”  the  Army  has  clearly  placed 

technology  and  control  ahead  of  human  leadership.*®  The  Army  After  Next  annual  report 

serves  to  emphasize  the  misplaced  priority.  The  Army  Chief  of  Staff  and  the  Commander 

of  the  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  established  the  Amty  After  Next  Project  to  “guide 

future  Army  research  and  development  programs.”'  *  Though  the  Army  After  Next  project 

does  stress  the  importance  of  experienced  leaders  by  stating: 

One  way  the  Army  can  achieve  and  maintain  the  mental  agility  necessary  for 
success  on  tomorrow  battlefield  is  by  cultivating  mature,  highly  experienced 
leaders.  Such  leaders  provide  at  least  four  benefits:  1)  mastery  of  increased  skill 
sets;  2)  greater  experience  in  both  command  positions  and  staffe;  3)  a  firm 
foundation  fi-om  which  to  exercise  battlefield  intuition;  and  4)  the  ability  to 

®Ibid. 

‘“Department  of  the  Army,  U.S.  Army  Research  Institute  for  the  Behavioral  Sciaices, 

Research  Report  1709,  Enhance  Performance  in  Light  Infantry  Digital  Tactical  Operations  Centers 
(Alexandria,  VA:  ARI,  1997),  vii. 

‘  ‘Department  of  the  Army,  TRADOC,  Annual  Report  on  the  Army  After  Next  Project  to  the 
Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army  [report  on-line],  (Ft.  Monroe,  VA:  TRADOC,  July  1997,  accessed  9  December 
1998);  available  from  http://www.tradoc.army.  mil;  internet. 


successful^  withstand  higher  levels  of  stress  due  to  psychological  maturity  and 
experience.'^ 

It  does  not  provide  the  means,  focus,  or  enq)hasis  on  developing  humans  in  conjunction 
with  the  systems.  The  development  of  training  and  doctrine  to  support  systems  is 
secondary.  Without  the  concurrent  development  of  both  technology,  doctrine,  and 
personnel  the  conq)lete  integration  of  technology  to  support,  not  overwhelm  the 
commander  and  staf^  will  not  be  achieved.  To  gain  true  integration  between  people  and 
teclmology  will  require  a  significant  efTort  to  first,  and  foremost,  change  Army’s 
continuious  development  of  control  philosophy  over  the  last  fifty  years  and  Ining  a  balance 
to  command  and  control;  thus,  recognizing  both  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  within  each. 
This  change  enables  the  development  of  a  command  and  control  process  in  which 
technology  and  soldiers  are  integrated  and  one  vdiich  seeks  to  maximize  the  strengths  of 
each  system.  Doctrine  and  training  will  develop  staff  members  that  understand  command 
and  control  and  place  them  in  a  position  to  take  advantage  of  the  technological  tools  to 
gain  “knowledge  and  ^)eed.”  The  growing  inportance  of  digital  technology  and  the 
advantages  anticipated  fi’om  near  real-time  information  requires  the  designation  of  a  staff 
ofBcer  trained  and  capable  of  managing  these  systems  and  maximizing  their  capabilities  to 
support  the  staff.  The  usefulness  of  the  chief  information  management  ofhcer  will  never 
diss^ate,  but  clearfy  increases  as  the  Am^  After  Next  becomes  reality. 


•'Ibid. 
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Chief  Information  Management  Officer 

Assists  the  executive  officer  by  supervising  and  managing  the  personnel  and  tools  supporting  the 
uiformation  management  functions  within  the  tactical  operations  center  in  order  to  ensure  the 
unhindered  flow  of  information,  the  tracking  of  information,  and  the  dissemination  of 

information  to  the  appropriate  coordinating,  special,  and  personal  staff _ 

_ Responsibilities _ 

1 .  Ensures  the  continuous  communications  with  lower,  higher,  and  lateral  units. _ 

2.  Supervises  all  information  management  personnel  within  the  tactical  operations  center. 
Ensures: 

A.  The  timely  submission  of  reports  to/ffom  higher  and  lower. 

B.  Information  is  properly  handled/posted  to  enable  the  proper  tracking  and  immediate 
recovery  of  all  information. 

C.  Verification  of  all  log  entries. 

D.  Communications  and  automated  equipment,  and  associated  support  accessories  are 
maintained  and  operational. 

E.  All  information  management  personnel  are  trained  and  knowledgeable  in  all  duties  and 
responsibilities. 

F.  All  information  management  tools  are  current  and  available. 

G.  The  rapid  establishment  of  information  management  functions  during  tactical  operations 
center  establishment. 

H.  All  shifts  are  fully  manned  to  conduct  information  management. _ 

3.  Maintains  an  in-depth  knowledge  of  the  commander’s  guidance  and  intent. _ 

4.  Maintains  a  thorough  understanding  of  current  missions  and  familiarity  with  future  missions 

5.  Coordinates  with,  and  assists  subordinate  and  higher  units  with  information  requests. _ 

6.  Maintains  a  complete  understanding  of  the  commander’s  critical  information  requirements 
and  immediate  reports  to  the  executive  officer  any  information  meeting  the  requirements. 

7.  Disseminates  commander’s  decisions  to  lower,  higher,  and  lateral  units,  as  required. _ 

8.  Reviews  all  incoming  information  and  determines  distribution.  Records  distribution. _ 

9.  Recommends  unit  standard  operating  procedures  and  methods  for  information  management. 

10.  Assists  the  executive  officer  in  the  performance  of  his  control  system  duties. _ 

Fig.  9.  Duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  chief  information  management  officer 


To  help  define  the  usefulness  of  the  chief  information  officer,  both  today  and  in  the 
future,  the  specific  duties  and  responsibilities  must  be  addressed  (fig.  9).  These  duties  and 
responsibilities  are  not  much  different  than  a  consolidated  list  developed  fi'om  duties 
contained  in  numerous  publications  and  articles  now  addressing  the  battle  captain. 
However,  there  are  three  significant  changes.  First,  the  responsibility  to  the  executive 
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officer  is  established.  Second,  the  responsibilities  to  the  operations  officer  are  eliminated. 
Finally,  it  places  a  single  individual  in  the  position  to  ensure  the  integration  of 
noncommissioned  officers  back  into  tactical  operations  centers. 

Viewed  today,  the  battle  captain  is  useful  to  brigade  and  battalion  tactical 
operations  center  because  the  position  mitigates  the  current  problems  associated  with 
command  and  control.  Without  any  significant  changes  to  the  Army’s  command  and 
control  philosophy,  the  mitigation  provided  by  the  battle  captain  will  lessen  with  the 
increase  of  technology,  and  the  resultant  deluge  of  information.  Even  the  battle  captain, 
as  a  stop-gap  measure,  will  M  under  the  deluge.  The  battle  captain,  reinvented  as  the 
unit’s  chief  information  management  officer,  and  associated  with  significant  philosophical, 
doctrinal,  and  training  revisions  within  the  command  and  control  process,  will  prove 
invaluable  m  providing  the  intermediate  control  of  large  volumes  of  information  coming 
into  the  Army  After  Next  tactical  operations  center.  The  chief  injformation  management 
officer  will  remove  the  distracting  burdens  from  the  staff  and  allow  the  staff  time  to 
analyze  the  increased  volume  of  information.  Combined  with  a  trained  executive  officer, 
the  control  process  will  provide  the  fink  between  near  real-time  information,  a  coordinated 
and  integrated  staff  effort,  and  consolidated  recommendations  to  the  commander. 

If  the  Army  prepares  for  operations  in  the  twenty-first  century,  it  must  seek  to 
correct  longstanding  errors  infiised  within  command  and  control  during  the  Cold  War 
years.  It  is  time  for  the  Army  to  institutionalize  what  units  did  ten  years  ago.  The  battle 
captain  can  no  longer  be  left  to  fend  for  himself  in  defining  his  duties  and  responsibilities 
as  a  figure  in  implied  doctrine.  The  battle  captain  can  serve  as  a  pivotal  addition  to  a 
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command  and  control  system  focused  on  collecting  and  analyzing  information  quicker  than 
ever  before.  During  the  conceptual  development  of  the  Army  After  Next,  the  Army  has  an 
opportunity  to  stop  the  swing  of  the  command  and  control  pendulum  toward  complete 
control.  By  addressing  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  command  and  control  process 
through  training,  developing  clear  and  supportive  doctrine,  and  providing  organizations 
with  dedicated  chief  information  management  officers,  the  Army  can  integrate  technology 
that  supports  the  commander  and  empowers  him  to  exercise  his  leadership  skills. 
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APPENDIX 


BRIEFING  ON  THE  STATUS  OF  BATTLE  CAPTAINS 
This  appendix  arose  through  a  request  from  the  Command  and  General  Staff 
College  for  a  briefing  on  this  thesis.  As  work  on  the  thesis  was  nearing  cnmpletinn  the 
college  received  a  task  from  the  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  to  look  into  the  current 
status  of  battle  captains  and  their  training  and  to  provide  a  course  of  action  correcting  any 
identified  issues.  As  a  result,  this  briefing  was  presented  to  the  commandant  of  the  college 
to  meet  the  specified  and  implied  tasks  identified  in  the  briefing. 
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CPT  Marcus  de  Oliveira  appearine  in  the  2d  Quarter.  FY  95  Combat  Training  Center  Quarterly  Bulletin 
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and  training. 


THE  BATTLE  CAPTAlN 
IMPLIED  TASKS 
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THE  BATTLE  CAPTAIN 
RESTATED  MISSION 
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Serving  as  OIC  of  the  command  post  during  the  absence  of  primary 
staff  officers. 

Assisting  the  G3  (83)  during  the  MDMP. 
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THE  BATTLE  CAPTAIN 
THE  CURRENT  SITUATION 
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will  increase. 
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Staff  members  often  removed  from  the  MDMP. 
Lack  of  a  staff  fighter  management  plan. 
Breakdown  in  information  analysis 
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A  division  and  corps  battle  captain,  as  a  major,  is  better  able  to  cope 
_ with  the  role  due  to  a  larger  degree  of  experience _ 
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OVERALL  EFFORT  TS  DISJOINTED  AND  LIMITED 
Training  and  standards  are  left  up  to  units 
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Command  and  Control  -  Functional  Staff  Training? 
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Reduced  NCO  role  characterized  by  a  lack  of  a  clear  supervisor,  lack  of 
utilization,  and  unclear  responsibilities. 
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THE  BATTLE  CAPTAIN 
ASSESSMENT  OF  OVERALL  PROBLEM 
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ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BATTLE  CAPTAIN 
PROPOSED  BATTLE  CAPTAIN  ENVIRONMENT 
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ers,  directives,  requests  for  information,  coordination,  providing  information,  guidance,  etc. 
techniques  such  as  the  MDMP,  targeting,  etc. 
j  to  support  information  management. 
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lower,  and  lateral  units 


ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BATTLE  CAPTAIN 
PROPOSED  BATTLE  CAPTAIN  DEFINITION/ROLE 
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34-25-3  description  of  a  battle  captain  in  the  Analysis  and 
Control  Element  is  an  example) 


ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BATTLE  CAPTAIN 
PROPOSED  BATTLE  CAPTAIN  RESPONSIBILITIES 
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operations  center  setup.  (ART  5. 1.2.1,  5. 1.2.2,  5. 1.2.3,  5. 1.2.4) 

-All  shifts  are  fully  manned  to  conduct  information  management.  (ART  5.1.3) 
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•Maintains  a  working  knowledge  of  analog  and  digital  tools.  (ART  5.1,  5.1.2) 

•Responsible  for  the  integration  of  new  command  and  control  technologies  into  information 
management.  (ART  5.1.  5.1.21 _ 


ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BATTLE  CAPTAIN 

PROPOSED  BATTLE  CAPTAIN  TRiUNING  AND  EXPERIENCE 
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meeting  the  battalion  and  brigade  requirements. 
The  position  is  not  branch  specific. 


ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BATTLE  CAFTAIN 
THE  ROAD  TO  IMPLEMENTATION 
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•Locally  defined  standard. 

•Reduced  NCO  role  characterized  by  a  lack  of  a  clear  supervisor,  lack  of  utilization,  and 
unclear  responsibilities. 


ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BATTLE  CAPTAIN 
TRAINING  RECOMMENDATIONS  Icon 
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ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BATTLE  CAPTAIN 
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'Reduced  NCO  role  characterized  by  a  lack  of  a  clear  supervisor,  lack  of  utilization, 
and  unclear  responsibilities. 
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